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1 INTRODUCTION 
Until the Treaty of Lisbon entered into force on 1 December 2009, national parliaments 
have only been mentioned in declarations and protocols appended to European Union (EU) 
treaties, ensuring that national members of parliament (MPs) have effective and timely 
access to all relevant EU documents. With the Treaty of Lisbon, the role of national 
parliaments has for the first time been acknowledged in an actual treaty article (Article 12 
TEU1). More specifically, the Treaty introduced an early-warning mechanism for 
subsidiarity control, thereby giving national legislatures the formal right to comment on EU 
legislative proposals in view of compliance with the principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality. 
In Germany, the process of ratifying and implementing the Treaty of Lisbon turned 
out more controversial as probably anticipated. Even though both houses of parliament (the 
Bundestag and the Bundesrat) approved the Treaty by comfortable majorities, the process 
was largely dominated by the Federal Constitutional Court, whose decision of 30 June 2009 
ruled the Treaty compatible with the German Basic Law but raised severe objections to the 
existing national accompanying legislation, which regulates the cooperation between the 
executive and legislative branches in EU matters, and demanded enhanced parliamentary 
powers of participation vis-à-vis the federal government2. The so-called ‘Lisbon ruling’ has 
not remained the only instance in which the Court has critically examined the role of the 
German parliament in EU decision making. The aid measures for Greece and the creation 
of the temporary European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF), the European Financial 
Stabilisation Mechanism (EFSM) and its successor, the permanent European Stability 
Mechanism (ESM), have given rise to a number of constitutional complaints, and the Court 
has used these opportunities to remind the Bundestag of its parliamentary responsibilities, 
especially its government-related functions (i.e. to hold the government accountable and to 
scrutinise executive behaviour at the EU level). The Court’s main focus was the compliance 
with, legal implementation and interpretation of paragraphs (1), (2) and (3) of Article 23 of 
                                                 
1  See Appendix 1. 
2  The press release in English is available at (date accessed: 7 September 2013):  
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/en/press/bvg09-072en.html 
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the Basic Law, which lays down the participation rights of the Bundestag and the 
Bundesrat (see Appendix 2). 
In September 2011, the Court rejected three constitutional complaints against the 
legal adoption of the Greek aid package and euro rescue package. At the same time, the 
Court reinforced the Bundestag’s budget autonomy, stipulating that the “Federal 
Government is in principle obliged to always obtain prior approval by the Budget 
Committee before giving guarantees”3. In February 2012, the Court decided that the nine-
member special panel, set up by the Bundestag as a fast-track instrument to approve urgent 
action by the EFSF, is in large part unconstitutional, since it undermines the legislative 
sovereignty on budget decisions4. In June 2012, the Court ruled that the Bundestag’s rights 
to be informed comprehensively and at the earliest possible time have been infringed by the 
government in connection with the ESM and the Euro Plus Pact5. In September 2012, the 
Court approved of the ratification of the ESM Treaty in a fast-track decision, yet stressing 
that, despite a good argument for secrecy, the parliament’s right to be informed must be 
ensured6. This decision was reaffirmed in March 2014, as the Court stated that “the 
budgetary autonomy of the German Bundestag is sufficiently safeguarded”7. Yet, drawing 
on previous judgements and for future reference, the Court marked out the legal 
requirements of parliamentary involvement: 
The principle of democracy requires that the German Bundestag remains the 
place in which autonomous decisions on revenue and expenditure are made, 
including those with regard to international and European liabilities. […] [I]t 
follows from the democratic basis of budget autonomy that the Bundestag may 
not consent to an intergovernmentally or supranationally agreed automatic 
guarantee or performance which is not subject to strict requirements and whose 
effects are not limited, and which – once it has been set in motion – is removed 
                                                 
3  Federal Constitutional Court, Press release no. 55/2011 of 7 September 2011 (date accessed: 23 September 
2013): http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/pressemitteilungen/bvg11-055en.html 
4  The press release in English is available at (date accessed: 7 September 2013): 
http://www.bverfg.de/en/press/bvg12-014en.html 
5  The press release in English is available at (date accessed: 18 April 2014): 
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/en/press/bvg12-042en.html 
6  The press release in English is available at (date accessed: 7 September 2013): 
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/en/press/bvg12-067en.html 
7  Federal Constitutional Court, Press release no. 23/2014 of 18 March 2014 (date accessed: 18 March 
2014): http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/en/press/bvg14-023en.html 
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from the Bundestag’s control and influence. Furthermore, the principle of 
democracy requires that the German Bundestag is able to have access to the 
information which it needs to assess the relevant background and consequences 
of its decision.8 
With more than 37,000 plaintiffs, this was the largest constitutional complaint in the history 
of the Federal Constitution Court. In February 2014, the Court decided to refer a complaint 
against the European Central Bank’s (ECB) so-called Outright Monetary Transactions 
scheme to the European Court of Justice9. The central question is whether the ECB has 
exceeded its mandate with its announcement in August 2012 to purchase unlimited 
quantities of sovereign bonds from crisis-hit eurozone members. 
It is fairly obvious that the Court’s judgments and supplementary (maybe unsolicited) 
remarks attracted considerable attention among a widening audience in Germany as well as 
other EU countries, and they also made certain points of contention more visible. We can, 
thus, say that they had a politicising effect. Is this politicisation10 restricted to the judicial 
arena? In all of the above-mentioned proceedings before the Federal Constitutional Court, 
MPs – or even parliamentary groups collectively – appeared as plaintiffs. How do the lines 
of political contestation play out within the parliament, especially in the plenary assembly? 
Public opinion in Germany, which is traditionally known to be very pro-European, 
has shifted in the course of the crisis, and this shift is also visible in spring 2010, which is 
the time period the case study covers. According to the Eurobarometer survey, the 
percentage of German respondents who think that Germany’s EU membership is “a good 
thing” has dropped remarkably from 60 percent to 50 percent between autumn 2009 and 
spring 2010 (compared to an EU-wide decline of 4 percent). While in autumn 2009 57 
percent of respondents believed that Germany has benefitted from EU membership, it was 
only 48 percent in May 2010. (In the same time frame, the EU average on this indicator has 
decreased from 57 to 53 percent.)11 The German Politbarometer surveys provide further 
                                                 
8  Ibid. 
9  The press release in English is available at (date accessed: 18 March 2014): 
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/en/press/bvg14-009en.html 
10  When I use the term ‘politicisation’, I mean subjecting a matter to public debate, rather than to public 
regulation.  
11  Standard Eurobarometer 73 (Spring 2010), First Results, p. 14 (date accessed: 24 November 2013): 
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evidence of this shift but also reveal the volatility of public opinion. In March 2010, 60 
percent believed in the long-term success of the common currency, 9 percent less than in 
December 200812. Concerns about the extent and impact of the unfolding crisis have clearly 
increased during spring 2010: In early March, almost three quarters of respondents believed 
that Greece’s financial troubles had only a minor (53 percent) or no (21 percent) effect on 
the German economy13, whereas only a couple of weeks later 59 percent thought that 
Greece posed a threat to the stability of the euro14. In May, 47 percent considered the euro 
crisis a “great danger” and 12 percent a “very great danger” to Germany’s economic 
development15. The support for German financial contributions to aid measures has grown 
to some degree: In March, 68 percent of respondents opposed German loans to Greece16. In 
May, 51 percent were still against and 44 percent in favour of Germany’s guarantee 
commitments17. 
Germany is the largest member state in the EU and, in accordance with its share in 
the paid-up capital of the ECB, contributed more than any other eurozone member to the 
EFSF and aid programme for Greece. Germany’s initial guarantee commitment to the EFSF 
was 119 billion euro, equalling roughly 27 percent of the total amount of 440 billion euro. 
The first aid package for Greece was not managed by the EFSF, and Germany’s bilateral 
loan commitment came to 28 percent (i.e. 22.4 billion euro) of the 80 billion euro that the 
Eurozone contributed. In comparison to most other European economies, the German 
economy performed rather well during the course of this crisis thus far. Occasionally, 
Germany has even been described as a winner of the crisis18. In August 2013, the Federal 
Ministry of Finance released information, according to which Germany will save more than 
40 billion euro in reduced interest payments on government debt in the 2010 to 2014 
                                                 
 http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb73/eb73_first_en.pdf 
12  Politbarometer March I 2010 (date accessed: 24 November 2013): 
 http://www.forschungsgruppe.de/Umfragen/Politbarometer/Archiv/Politbarometer_2010/Maerz_I/ 
13  Ibid. 
14  Politbarometer March II 2010 (date accessed: 24 November 2013): 
 http://www.forschungsgruppe.de/Umfragen/Politbarometer/Archiv/Politbarometer_2010/Maerz_II/ 
15  Politbarometer May 2010 (date accessed: 24 November 2013): 
 http://www.forschungsgruppe.de/Umfragen/Politbarometer/Archiv/Politbarometer_2010/Mai/ 
16  Politbarometer March II 2010. 
17  Politbarometer May 2010. 
18  See e.g. Foreign Affairs, 20 June 2013. 
6 
 
period, whereas the costs of the crisis for Germany have amounted to 599 million euro until 
that point. Interestingly, these figures were released in response to a parliamentary question 
by the deputy chair of the Social Democratic parliamentary group.19 
In the 17th legislative period (October 2009 until September 2013), the government 
coalition was composed of the Christian Democratic Union (CDU), the Christian Social 
Union (CSU), which is the CDU’s Bavarian sister party, and the Free Democratic Party 
(FDP, also commonly referred to as the ‘Liberals’). Together they were holding 332 of 622 
seats in the Bundestag. The Social Democratic Party of Germany (SPD) was the largest 
opposition party with 146 seats, followed by the Left Party (76 seats) and the Alliance 
90/The Greens (68 seats).20 The five – six if looking at the CSU separately – parliamentary 
groups are important units of analysis in this case study. Since I am particularly interested 
in interparliamentary and legislative–executive relationships, special emphasis is placed on 
the majority–opposition dimension, and the sample also includes parliamentary speeches by 
the executive. 
In my thesis, I aim to discuss the Europeanisation of the Bundestag, that is, the 
parliament’s adaptation to the emerging and continuously evolving EU multi-level polity, 
from the viewpoints of ‘reparliamentarisation’ and politicisation. The Europeanisation 
process is seen as facilitating increasing political contestation of EU issues at the member 
state level. It will be argued that the European sovereign debt crisis provides a widened 
window of opportunity for politicisation. The main research question, thus, is to what 
extent and how the increased potential for politicisation of EU affairs at the national level 
in the course of the Lisbon Treaty and the euro crisis has materialised in the Bundestag. 
This case study analyses plenary debates on the Greek aid package and the establishment of 
the EFSF and EFSM between March and May 2010 in order to explore what issues have 
been contested and how this has been done by different actors. The relevance of these 
questions lies in the normative implications for German parliamentarism and the 
democratic legitimacy of the EU. 
                                                 
19  Spiegel Online International, 19 August 2013. 
20  See Appendix 3. 
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My interest in these questions is manifold. I chose to concentrate on the beginning of 
the crisis period not only because of the heightened potential for politicisation but also 
because it is at times like these that the parliament as an institution and actors within it 
become the centre of our attention: 
How does a parliament operate during times of crises? When the pressure of 
circumstances requires swift action, when far-reaching decisions have to be 
taken not at the national but supra-national level, when the general assessment 
is: “times of crises are times of the executive”. When at the same time a lot of 
money is at stake, when an increasing number of parliamentarians have 
reservations, when public opinion shifts, when extra-parliamentary opposition 
increases.21 
The next chapter sketches out the theoretical framework by defining the major concepts and 
setting out how they relate to each other, working towards a theoretical model to be used as 
a pattern for evaluating the empirical results. Drawing on previous studies, I argue that EU 
affairs have so far been barely politicised in the German parliament, and if so, only 
sporadically. Furthermore, studies suggest that external shocks like the euro crisis increase 
the likelihood of politicisation immensely, since the opportunity and incentive structures of 
involved actors alter. In Chapter 3, I discuss how I analyse the phenomenon of 
politicisation. I outline the research design, the empirical material to be analysed and the 
methods that seem most appropriate for addressing my research question. The results of the 
case study are presented and discussed in Chapter 4. Since the coding frame itself is the 
main research finding, it is described and illustrated comprehensively. Presenting some of 
the results in quantitative style, that is, in coding frequencies, facilitates the comparison of 
issue salience between different actors. Chapter 5 summarises the analytical findings and 
discusses them in relation to the theoretical model.  
                                                 
21  Dietz 2013, p. 6 (my own translation). 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
This chapter provides a theoretical discussion on a number of concepts and ideas, which are 
then drawn together in the final section with the aim of developing a theoretical model. In 
the first section, I start with a review of the main functions of legislatures and highlight the 
role of the plenary in relation to them. One of these functions is representation, and by 
conceptualising it as claims making, that is, by stressing the performative dimension, 
representation and the deliberative and communicative activities of parliaments become 
closely interrelated. I draw on the ‘Responsible Party Model’ in order to make clear what 
seems fairly obvious but has been identified as a major shortcoming, namely why also in 
EU affairs national parties need to convey their differences to the electorate. The 
subsequent section summarises the literature on the position of national parliaments in the 
EU polity. Special attention is paid to the legitimation of EU decision making, thereby 
placing the marginalisation of national legislatures – the essence of which is captured by 
the deparliamentarisation thesis – in the ‘democratic deficit’ debate. The third section 
discusses the Europeanisation of national parliaments, here defined as the (delayed) 
adaptation to the realities of decision making in the EU polity. Most importantly, I 
emphasise cognitive and behavioural aspects of Europeanisation, often referred to as the 
informal or strategic dimension, which I argue increases the prospects of politicisation. 
Politicisation and its indicators are defined in the fourth section. I further take a closer look 
at the idea of ‘targeted politicisation’. In the final section, I draw the conceptual links 
between Europeanisation, reparliamentarisation and politicisation. In addition, the 
executive crisis management tactic of depoliticisation is briefly mentioned. 
2.1 PARLIAMENTS, PARTIES AND REPRESENTATION 
Within the traditional separation of powers, the legislature is the law-making body. 
However, modern parliaments give assent to rather than propose legislation. Scholars’ lists 
of the precise functions of parliaments may differ, but textbooks22 seem to agree on some 
principal roles: legislation, representation, deliberation, scrutiny and recruitment. As 
                                                 
22  See e.g. Hague & Harrop 2010; Heywood 2007. 
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mentioned above, the legislative function lies in passing, amending and occasionally 
rejecting laws rather than initiating them. In spite of contrasting views about representation 
(e.g. in terms of mirroring social diversity), it is generally conceived of as one of the core 
roles of parliaments. The deliberative function is exercised through policy debates, and 
according to deliberative democratic theorists, this is where the source of legitimation of 
law making really lies. Furthermore, parliaments oversee and scrutinise government 
activities in various ways, thereby holding the executive branch accountable. Authorising 
and monitoring expenditure can be regarded as part of this oversight activity and is the 
oldest function of parliaments, but it is often argued that the lack of substantial financial 
control is a primary weakness of modern legislatures. Finally, legislatures are the major 
channel of recruitment to government office. 
In the German Bundestag, which is generally considered to be a ‘working 
parliament’, standing committees play an important role as a locus of legislative and 
scrutinising work. In this study, however, the plenary is at the centre of the analytical 
investigation. Generally, laws need to be adopted by the Bundestag in its entirety, and 
hence final decision making remains in the plenary. More importantly, for the purpose of 
this study, the plenary serves the deliberative and communicative functions by providing a 
forum for public debate on issues perceived to be of high significance. Plenary meetings are 
highly visible. This is especially true for sessions with government participation, such as 
government policy statements and question times, where MPs directly interact with 
members of the federal government. This being said, these sessions are also relevant in 
terms of parliamentary oversight, for example, by extracting information from the 
executive in front of a wider audience than in committee investigations. As discussed 
below, the visibility of plenary discussions also carries implications for (performative) 
representation. 
In her influential book The Concept of Representation, Hanna Fenichel Pitkin 
provides a fairly straightforward definition of representation, based on its etymological 
meaning: “the making present in some sense of something which is nevertheless not present 
10 
 
literally or in fact”23. In political practice, representation is best understood as “substantive 
acting for others”, that is, “acting in the interest of the represented, in a manner responsive 
to them”24. Michael Saward criticises Pitkin’s lack of consideration for both the maker of 
representations and the represented, the latter often being taken as a given. In his view, 
representation is “a dynamic process of claim-making and the reception of claims”25. One 
interest of this study is to look into the performative side of representation. What Saward’s 
approach has to offer in this regard is an emphasis on the constructive character of 
constituency: although “[p]oliticians often claim to be able to read off constituency and 
national interests, to have a unique hotline to voters’ real wants and needs”26, political 
representation is a creative process of ‘reading in’ the interests of the constituency rather 
than a “passive process of receiving clear signals from below”27. 
What became known as the ‘Responsible Party Model’ of political representation 
rests on the notion that government action should reflect the policy preferences of a 
majority of the voters. It is assumed that voters have policy preferences and vote according 
to them. Hence, the electorate must be given a choice between at least two cohesive parties 
offering different policy proposals.28 The model has been expounded in the seminal report 
“Toward a More Responsible Two-Party System”29 and has since been subject to critical 
examination and reviews. For example, Hermann Schmitt and Jacques Thomassen 
developed, in their own words, “an alternative and more realistic conceptualization of the 
Responsible Party Model, based on weaker assumptions”30. These are the requirements they 
put forward: 
1. Voters can choose between at least two parties that differ with regard to the 
problems they claim to be able to solve when elected. 
2. Parties are sufficiently cohesive to be able to effectuate these claims. 
                                                 
23  Pitkin 1967, pp. 8–9. 
24  Ibid., p. 209. 
25  Saward 2010, p. 8. 
26  Saward 2006, p. 312. 
27  Ibid., p. 310. 
28  Schmitt & Thomassen 1999, pp. 113, 116. 
29  American Political Science Association 1950. (The report was the outcome of a debate in the APSA 
Committee on Political Parties chaired by E. E. Schattschneider.) 
30  Schmitt & Thomassen 1999, p. 116. 
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3. Voters are concerned about problems. 
4. Voters are aware of differences in issue emphases of the parties. 
5. Voters vote their concerns, i.e. choose the party that they believe will best be 
able to deal with the problems central to them.31 
In this view, the focus has shifted from specific policy positions to issues, suggesting that 
party competition is essentially about issue salience. Given that the crucial role of political 
parties “in the formation of the political will of the people” is even formally acknowledged 
in Article 21 of the German Basic Law, points (1) and (4) from the list carry particular 
significance with regard to my research topic: To what extent do the political parties 
represented in the Bundestag offer different approaches and solutions to issues related to 
the eurozone crisis? How do they communicate their different positions in the plenary 
arena, which is one of the key channels to reach the electorate? 
Previous studies suggest that parties’ efforts to communicate their different views on 
EU issues more clearly would fall on fertile ground. In their study of voter orientations 
among EU citizens, Cees van der Eijk and Mark N. Franklin argue that the pro-/anti-EU 
orientation is a so-called ‘sleeping giant’ waiting to be capitalised on, since voters display 
“greater dispersion of attitudes regarding Europe as compared to left/right attitudes”32. Of 
course, we need to bear in mind that “when there is little difference between parties, there is 
also little room for expressing differences in opinion in a politically potent manner”33. It has 
also become common knowledge that particularly large, mainstream (i.e. moderate in 
left/right terms) parties have been averse to compete on the EU dimension primarily due to 
office seeking ambitions and party cohesion needs34. Mikko Mattila and Tapio Raunio 
show that low levels of opinion congruence between parties and the electorate result 
primarily from the fact that political parties are more pro-European than their voters35. 
 
                                                 
31  Ibid. 
32  van der Eijk & Franklin 2004, p. 39. 
33  Ibid., p. 41. 
34  Mattila & Raunio 2012; Steenbergen & Scott 2004; van der Eijk & Franklin 2004. 
35  Mattila & Raunio 2012. 
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2.2 NATIONAL PARLIAMENTS AND THE DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT 
Conventionally, the academic literature has portrayed national parliaments as the ‘losers’ or 
‘victims’ of European integration36. The ‘democratic deficit’ debate has identified national 
legislatures as one of the pillars on which the democratic legitimacy of the EU polity rests. 
Among the five standard claims of the EU’s democratic deficit, pinpointed by Andreas 
Føllesdal and Simon Hix37, we find the common notion that European integration has 
entailed a gradual shift of decision-making competences from the national (parliamentary) 
level towards the European (executive) level, especially to the Council of Ministers and the 
European Council. Furthermore, the EU is generally perceived to be too distant from its 
citizens, and, as argued below, this carries some implications for national parliaments as 
well. The paradox of parliamentary self-restriction has received special attention by 
scholars like Andreas Maurer, who asks: “Why have those national institutions, which are 
seen as major cornerstones of their respective polities, weakened their own constitutional 
rights by ratifying in recurrent steps the making of a supranational quasi-constitution?”38 
This question is certainly worth putting forward, as it casts doubt on the plausibility of the 
portrayal of national parliaments as passive victims. 
Scholarly debates on the role and functions of national parliaments in EU decision 
making reflect different conceptualisations of the EU as a polity and parliamentary 
democracy in the EU. Supranational conceptions of European parliamentarism follow the 
logic of a federation and, accordingly, stress the role of the European Parliament (EP) in 
legitimising the EU. In contrast, intergovernmental interpretations highlight that European 
integration has empowered national governments, thereby distorting the balance of power 
between executive and legislative actors at the member state level. Yet, 
intergovernmentalists tend to emphasise the output dimension over the input dimension of 
democratic legitimacy.39 
                                                 
36  See e.g. Maurer 2011, p. 38; O’Brennan & Raunio 2007, p. 2. 
37  Føllesdal & Hix 2006. 
38  Maurer 2001, p. 28. 
39  Neyer 2012, pp. 31–33. 
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Concerns about the loss of parliamentary power and control have given rise to the 
deparliamentarisation thesis40 as, for example, concisely presented by John O’Brennan and 
Tapio Raunio41. It expresses the notion of marginalised participation of national 
parliaments at all stages of the EU policy-making process, which “strengthens national 
executives, because they control the flow of information, the coordination of divergent 
interests, the generation of ideas and the handling of institutions”42. In contrast to the 
intergovernmental perspective, the multi-level governance approach holds that all actors, 
including domestic governments, became subject to increasing constraints on their 
leverage. In the end, both approaches agree on the losses of power and control faced by 
national parliaments.43 Generally, “in theories of European integration, national parliaments 
were neither regarded as relevant institutions, driving forces or delayers in the integration 
process nor as important institutions or actors in multi-level governance”44. 
For the foundation of the theoretical framework, deparliamentarisation is regarded 
within the context of depoliticisation. Matthew Flinders and Jim Buller define 
depoliticisation as “the range of tools, mechanisms and institutions through which 
politicians can attempt to move to an indirect governing relationship and/or seek to 
persuade the demos that they can no longer be reasonably held responsible for a certain 
issue, policy field or specific decision”45. Further, they distinguish between three 
depoliticisation tactics: organisational, rule-based and preference-shaping. Preference-
shaping depoliticisation “is potentially far-reaching in that it attempts to refine and change 
public expectations about both the capacity of the state and the responsibilities of 
politicians”46. These definitions explicitly adjudge politicians to be the agents and draw 
attention to the growing gap between the governors and the governed, thus to the problem 
of declining accountability. Following this line of reasoning, it is reasonable to suggest that 
politicians also possess the capacity to reverse the development. 
                                                 
40  Please note that the theory of deparliamentarisation does not present European integration as the sole 
driving force, but other factors will not be discussed here. 
41  O’Brennan & Raunio 2007. 
42  Auel & Benz 2004, p. 2. 
43  O’Brennan & Raunio 2007, pp. 3–4. 
44  Benz 2005, p. 509. 
45  Flinders & Buller 2006, p. 55. 
46  Ibid, p. 66. 
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There is no doubt that the democratic shortcomings have been diagnosed. The role of 
national legislatures in the EU decision-making process is “reduced to three major tasks: 
ensuring the accountability of governments with regard to their activity in European affairs, 
ratifying EU Treaty amendments and implementing [EU] legislation”47. Given the 
technocratic nature of legislative implementation and considering that constitutional 
amendments “are usually presented as ‘take-or-leave-it’ packages to national parliaments, 
where the only options for domestic legislatures are to accept […] without amendment or to 
reject the packages and plunge the EU into constitutional crisis”48, holding the executive 
accountable has remained as the only meaningful task in terms of providing legitimacy. 
Even the accountability function has been affected by the transition from unanimous voting 
to qualified majority voting in the Council of Ministers. As decision making became less 
predictable, ex ante commitments were rendered obstructive, and if the government is 
outvoted, the parliament cannot make the government accountable for undesired 
decisions.49 Much of the literature focuses on the government-related function of 
parliaments, but when thinking about increasing the role of national parliaments in the EU, 
the citizen-related or communicative function is at least equally important. In fact, both 
functions are linked, and greater politicisation strengthens both, even leading to better 
aligned ministers sitting in the Council.50 
Analysts further argue that depoliticisation at the domestic level has not been 
adequately compensated by repoliticisation at the EU level51. Here, the major focus has 
been placed on the EP, because it was often believed that the empowerment of the EP is the 
proven remedy for the crisis of legitimacy. Studies from the 1990s demonstrate that many 
national MPs also identified the EP as the most important locus for the democratic 
legitimation of the EU. Specifically German MPs expressed strong support for 
strengthening the EP. The demand for basing legitimacy at the EU level is more strongly 
articulated in working parliaments (like the Bundestag), where the governance function 
                                                 
47  Maurer 2001, p. 38. 
48  O’Brennan & Raunio 2007, p. 3. 
49  Ibid.; Auberger & Lamping 2009, p. 277. 
50  Miklin 2012; Neyer 2012. 
51  See e.g. Auberger & Lamping 2009, pp. 273–275. 
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dominates over representation.52 Meanwhile, however, there is a widespread recognition 
that “despite its increased role in the EU political system, the powers and legitimacy of the 
EP fall short of full compensation for the loss of power of national parliaments”53. The 
theoretical approach of multi-level governance suggests that the idea of ‘chains of 
legitimation’ is too simplified in any case. Legitimacy needs to be derived from a variety of 
sources, including those at the national level, because many decisions made at the EU level 
directly affect citizens in the member states.54 Accordingly, it is also argued that the 
democratic deficit is, to a significant degree, a problem at the member state level, as 
political actors and citizens have failed to reconceptualise what national democracy means 
in the context of the evolution of the EU multi-level polity. This notion is prominently 
expressed in Vivien Schmidt’s work: 
The democratic deficit, in short, is a problem at the national level. And it will 
remain a problem as along as national leaders and citizens in the member states 
do not reevaluate what they mean by national democracy today, even before 
they decide how to democratize the EU for tomorrow. The EU is no longer an 
elite project supported by a permissive consensus. But it is not yet a peoples’ 
project grounded in a democratic consensus.55 
For Schmidt and others, the Dutch and French no votes in the Constitutional Treaty 
referenda in 2005 marked the end of the so-called ‘permissive consensus’ and, at the same 
time, the beginning of a period of broader public reflection and possibly politicisation56, 
which, as argued below, is still ongoing and has been reinforced by external stimuli. 
2.3 EUROPEANISATION 
As a general rule, “no institution or actor simply accepts a loss of power without any 
resistance”57. In the case of national parliaments, Europeanisation can be regarded as an 
attempt to regain influence by altering the existing power structure. On the one hand, 
                                                 
52  Katz 1999; Wessel 2005. 
53  O’Brennan & Raunio 2007, p. 3. 
54  Töller 2004, pp. 27–28. 
55  Schmidt 2005, p. 773. 
56  Ibid., pp. 772–773; Trenz 2006, pp. 129–130. 
57  Auel & Benz 2004, p. 2. 
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national legislatures identified the structural disadvantages of their position and the 
imperative necessity to react. On the other hand, parliaments have been recognised as a 
source of legitimacy by executive actors themselves, a trend referred to as the 
‘Europeanisation of Europeanisation’58. This was most clearly demonstrated by the efforts 
of the ‘Convention on the Future of Europe’59 to adjust the balance of power and their 
recommendations entering the Constitutional Treaty and eventually the Treaty of Lisbon.60 
According to Robert Ladrech’s original definition of Europeanisation, it is “an 
incremental process reorienting the direction and shape of politics to the degree that [EU] 
political and economic dynamics become part of the organizational logic of national 
politics and policy-making”61. The notion of reorientation stresses the cognitive elements, 
reflected in attitudinal and behavioural change. Later definitions draw particular attention to 
different dimensions of Europeanisation. Annette Töller distinguishes between legislative, 
institutional and strategic Europeanisation. Legislative Europeanisation refers to the 
restricted law-making function of national parliaments and the ever increasing share of 
legislation featuring a ‘European impulse’. Institutional Europeanisation entails the 
development of institutional provisions to strengthen influence on the government’s 
European policy. Strategic Europeanisation describes the degree to which national MPs 
address the European dimension in their daily work. Töller elaborates that in the case of 
legislative Europeanisation, the national parliament is the object of the process, whereas 
institutional and strategic Europeanisation place the parliament in the role of the subject.62 
Katrin Auel and Arthur Benz stress how important ‘strategic adaptation’ is for guaranteeing 
parliamentary participation in EU policy making. European integration has slowly eroded 
the traditional patterns of interaction within the parliament, and therefore the triangular 
relationship between the majority, the opposition and the executive needs to be re-
evaluated.63 
                                                 
58  Töller 2004, pp. 43–47. 
59  56 out of 102 members were representatives of national parliaments. 
60  Auel & Benz 2004. 
61  Ladrech 1994, p. 69. 
62  Töller 2004. 
63  Auel & Benz 2005, pp. 377–380; Benz 2005, pp. 512–515. 
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A detailed chronological account of the institutional Europeanisation of the 
Bundestag, including the historical development of the EU Affairs Committee, is beyond 
the scope of this review64. However, the literature suggests that, by comparison, the 
Bundestag has been a slow adapter and that there are significant time delays between the 
institutional adaptation and the development of strategies to reshape the legislative–
executive relations, both developments progressing spasmodically. Compared to some 
other parliaments (especially the Danish Folketing), the Bundestag lacks a formal veto 
power. Notwithstanding, the majority MPs aim to exert influence either through informal 
means or by bypassing the government.65 For the Bundestag, and in fact any other 
legislature, the crucial point is that “the more a national parliament can credibly threaten to 
veto the government’s position, the more it is in the interest of the government to engage in 
informal cooperation with the […] parliamentary majority”66. The Bundestag is typically 
described as a ‘working parliament’, meaning that there is a strong focus on legislative 
scrutiny in the committees rather than heated debates in the plenary. Despite strong 
opposition rights, the EU scrutiny system is only moderately strong, and contestation of EU 
affairs is generally limited due to a solid pro-European consensus among the major 
parties.67 According to Paul Taggart and Aleks Szczerbiak, “Germany provides perhaps the 
best paradigmatic example of a system of limited contestation”68. Case studies support the 
notion that there have been only very few instances, most notably the Services Directive, 
when the disputed nature of EU policies has been recognised and publicly discussed in the 
Bundestag69. 
2.4 POLITICISATION 
Neo-functionalist scholars anticipated increasing politicisation towards the later stages of 
the piecemeal process of European integration. Philippe Schmitter stated already in the late 
1960s: 
                                                 
64  See e.g. Fuchs 2004; Hofmann 2003. 
65  Auel & Benz 2005, pp. 388–389; Töller 2004, pp. 48–50. 
66  Auel & Benz 2005, p. 389. 
67  Auel & Raunio 2012, p. 57. 
68  Taggart & Szczerbiak 2008, p. 351. 
69  Auel & Raunio 2012; Miklin 2012. 
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Politicization […] refers initially to a process whereby the controversiality of 
joint decisionmaking goes up. This in turn is likely to lead to a widening of the 
audience or clientele interested and active in integration. Somewhere along the 
line a manifest redefinition of mutual objectives will probably occur. […] The 
minimal threshold for politicization is a rise in the controversiality of the 
regional decisionmaking process.70 
A more recent definition is provided by Pieter de Wilde, who views politicisation as “an 
increase in polarisation of opinions, interests or values and the extent to which they are 
publicly advanced towards the process of policy formulation within the European Union”71. 
This definition proves very useful, as it draws attention to three essential aspects, viz. rising 
awareness, mobilisation and polarisation. From a normative viewpoint, de Wilde 
distinguishes between three (interrelated) functions that politicisation serves: First, 
politicisation structures political contestation by crystallising the dimensions of conflict 
over EU matters. Second, intensified political contestation may alter relations between 
different actors in the multi-level system. Third, politicisation highlights the democratic 
shortcomings. Ultimately, politicisation works in favour of greater involvement of citizens 
and their representatives in the multi-level decision-making process.72 
The time for a delayed politicisation seems to have come73. Studies suggest that the 
preconditions for greater politicisation are indeed fulfilled. While European voters express 
stronger and more dispersed attitudes on the pro-/anti-EU dimension than on the 
omnipresent left/right dimension, major parties still appear to be reluctant to capitalise on 
this high potential for contestation for a number of reasons, such as the fear of unpopularity 
and internal dissent. External events (like the economic and financial crisis and its 
consequences for the eurozone) pose a great challenge to national parties trying to keep 
European issues from the domestic policy agenda. Moreover, the domestication of EU 
matters makes it increasingly difficult for national governments to demand freedom of 
action as in foreign policy questions.74 
                                                 
70  Schmitter 1969, p. 166 (italics in original). 
71  de Wilde 2007, p. 20. 
72  Ibid. 
73  Trenz 2006, pp. 129–130. 
74  Steenbergen & Scott 2004; van der Eijk & Franklin 2004. 
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Contrary to (neo-)functionalist reasoning, I argue below that politicisation is not 
necessarily a spillover effect of Europeanisation, but that adaptation processes in the 
parliament have certainly affected the readiness of MPs to embrace and possibly drive 
politicisation. Philipp Kiiver raises the point that parliamentary involvement in itself does 
not guarantee ‘societal embedding’ of EU policy, and he proposes the concept of ‘targeted 
politicisation’: “an approach that takes due account of the inherent limitations of national 
parliamentary activity, but that in turn allows for a far more intensive and effective activity 
in those areas where politicization can truly help embed European policy in society at 
large”75. At the core of this concept is the notion that occasions for politicisation of EU 
matters arise only rarely, and MPs and their political parties have to spot these narrow 
windows of opportunity76. Kiiver continues his argument using the example of the Treaty 
of Lisbon. While it is widely acknowledged that the Treaty strengthened the formal role of 
national parliaments in EU decision making, he makes the conclusive argument that the 
‘catalytic value’ of the Treaty provisions, that is, the stimulation to put old and new powers 
into use, exceeds the ‘constitutive value’, that is, the formal conferral of power to national 
legislatures77. In other words, the true potential for politicisation derives from the 
encouragement of relevant actors rather than their formal empowerment: 
This can be done by keeping national parliamentary involvement in EU matters 
on the agenda to the point that it becomes embarrassing for parliamentarians 
not to use the tools they have to engage in the supranational process. […] The 
more information that is made available, and the more prominent the veto 
mechanisms are – even if these mechanisms are mediated and more symbolic 
than genuinely empowering – the more vulnerable parliamentarians in 
government and opposition alike should become to charges from the media and 
the general public that they fail to influence EU decision-making even though 
they evidently could.78 
In Germany, the implementation of the Treaty of Lisbon, dominated by the Lisbon ruling, 
turned out unexpectedly controversial, triggering a “post hoc twofold politicisation – of the 
possibilities and limits of integration as well as the function and position of the Bundestag 
                                                 
75  Kiiver 2007, p. 8. 
76  Ibid., p. 39. 
77  Kiiver 2008, pp. 78–82. 
78  Ibid., pp. 82–83 (italics in original). 
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and the Bundesrat – that was confusing to the actors and that they had not intended”79. 
Taking into consideration that “in order to be able to speak of politicisation, European 
integration must become a visible subject of the political discourse”80, the Lisbon ruling 
certainly played an important role in drawing domestic attention to integration issues, 
thereby creating a window of opportunity for politicisation. 
2.5 THEORETICAL MODEL 
The marginalisation of national parliaments in the course of European integration, viewed 
as one dimension of deparliamentarisation, has been identified as a problem by academics, 
parliamentary actors themselves and, to some extent, executive actors. Hence, the 
Europeanisation of national legislatures is best understood as a delayed adaptation to the 
political realities of EU policy making, implying also the strengthening of national 
parliaments vis-à-vis their executive counterparts, which is often referred to as 
‘reparliamentarisation’. Europeanisation in the parliamentary arena is not accompanied by 
politicisation by default, but reparliamentarisation helps to close the gap between citizens 
and the executive, and it has a great impact on the mindset of MPs. 
In order to fully grasp the extent of parliamentary Europeanisation, and thereby its 
potential contribution to politicisation, it is crucial to look beyond the formal dimension of 
Europeanisation, that is, the legal and institutional aspects of adjustment. In other words, 
“in order to be able to assess the persistence and dynamics of Europeanisation, we require 
information about the attitudes and perceptions of the relevant actors”81. An interview and 
survey study with a small sample of German MPs, which I conducted in July 2010, showed 
that cognitive concepts such as awareness, responsibility and self-confidence are central to 
parliamentarians’ perceptions of the Europeanisation process. Also the reactive/proactive 
dichotomy featured prominently in the interviews: while the willingness and necessity to 
shape EU politics more proactively was expressed strongly, reactive behaviour was still 
regarded as the reality. The interviewees felt relatively well informed and said that they are 
                                                 
79  Auberger & Lamping 2009, pp. 272–273 (my own translation). 
80  Ibid., p. 275 (my own translation). 
81  Benz 2005, p. 519. 
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increasingly trying to identify sensitive EU issues that call for investing their scarce 
resources, especially time. For majority MPs, this means to ‘have the courage’ to confront 
ministers from their own party, and opposition MPs need to use their limited scope of 
influence to draw attention to issues that are of particular importance to them. According to 
the interviewees, the Lisbon ruling worked as an additional stimulus to their incentive 
structures. Based on these findings, I support the notion that informal changes in 
parliamentarians’ attitudes and behaviour – more so than formal adjustments – increase the 
likelihood of politicisation. 
This window of opportunity has arguably widened with the euro crisis. According to 
Pieter de Wilde and Michael Zürn’s model of politicisation82, crises and external shocks 
have a significant impact on the political opportunity structures at both the EU level and the 
member state level, enabling EU affairs to move to mass politics. Also in the German 
context, the European sovereign debt crisis, which raises essential questions about the 
future of the common currency and possibly the EU as a polity, constitutes such an external 
stimulus. Germany’s economy has come through the crisis comparatively well so far, but as 
the largest EU economy and member state Germany assumes a special role in managing the 
crisis. In conclusion, I expect debates in the German Bundestag about issues related to the 
euro rescue package(s) to reflect increasing political contestation. 
As already mentioned, indicators of politicisation are growing awareness of, 
mobilisation around and polarisation of EU affairs. The first indicator has been addressed 
above when discussing attitudinal and behavioural changes among German MPs. 
Therefore, the analysis concentrates on the latter two. Mobilisation can be operationalised 
in terms of the intensity of the debate, the amount of resources spent and the number of 
actors involved. Polarisation refers to a rise in conflicting demands, an increasing plurality 
of dimensions of conflict and more divergent views regarding the same dimension of 
conflict. De Wilde and Zürn suggest that politicisation entails demands for reflection about 
the content of a decision (policy), the decision-making process (politics) and the normative 
framework of the institutional order (polity). In addition, they stress that executive 
responses to the crisis tend to present the proposed course of action as apolitical. They often 
                                                 
82  de Wilde & Zürn 2012. 
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refer to the urgency of the matter and a lack of alternatives and tend to value output 
legitimacy over input legitimacy.83 These issues have been kept in mind when evaluating 
the coding frame.  
                                                 
83  Ibid., pp. 137–138, 140. 
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3 CASE STUDY 
It is often assumed that research questions on EU-related phenomena at the national level 
demand comparative analyses, either across member states or across time. However, I 
argue that Europeanisation and politicisation of EU affairs in Germany, even if confined to 
the parliamentary context, is a complex case in itself and significant enough for the findings 
to have intrinsic value, not least because Germany is the largest EU member state and 
guarantor in the Greek aid package and the EFSF. This chapter outlines the single-case 
study design, describes the empirical material and develops a mixed-method approach, 
which is specifically tailored to the research question. 
The complexity of the case can be demonstrated by using Thomas Saalfeld’s 
typology of levels and dimensions of analysis. Saalfeld distinguishes between (1) the 
institutional environment, (2) parliamentary institutions and governance, and (3) the 
individual level, each level having at least one dimension of analysis.84 I would argue that 
this research cuts across all three levels. European integration, voter alignments and the 
party system affect the Bundestag and the government from ‘outside’. Constraints within 
and between the institutions include coalition governance and government–opposition 
relations. Furthermore, this analysis is concerned with the micro-level, for example, with 
the role orientations of MPs. 
3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 
This thesis draws on the single-case study design as a concentrated, in-depth inquiry into 
the phenomena of Europeanisation and politicisation in the German parliamentary context. 
I follow Robert E. Stake’s notion of case study and, thus, allowed the case to guide my 
research endeavour: “Case study is not a methodological choice but a choice of what is to 
be studied. […] As a form of research, case study is defined by interest in an individual 
case, not by the methods of inquiry used.”85 In a similar fashion, Robert K. Yin stresses 
three conditions to guide the researcher in his/her choice of research strategy: the type of 
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research question, the extent of control over behavioural events and the degree of focus on 
contemporary (as opposed to historical) events86. As a research design, case study should 
therefore be preferred “when ‘how’ or ‘why’ questions are being posed, when the 
investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a contemporary 
phenomenon within some real-life context”87. The last point is spelled out in Yin’s 
definition of case study as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 
phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between 
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident”88. Stake’s and Yin’s propositions 
vindicate why the case study design is particularly suitable for the purpose of this thesis, 
which places considerable emphasis upon contextuality and ‘thick analysis’. 
Within the social sciences, there is little consensus about what actually constitutes a 
case. Ontologically, this case is presented as theoretically constructed prior to the 
investigation. This stands in marked contrast to the realist approach, which views cases as 
given empirical units.89 The previous section maps out the theoretical framework and, 
thereby, also conceptualises the case itself, viz. Europeanisation and politicisation in the 
German national legislature, the Bundestag. The principal unit of analysis is the plenary of 
the Bundestag. Embedded units of analysis, that is, ‘cases within the case’, include both 
executive actors (the Chancellor) and legislative actors (five parliamentary groups, 
government MPs and opposition MPs). The time scale of the study is two months in spring 
2010. Section 3.2 provides a detailed description of the data material. 
It should be noted that the case has been selected on the basis of personal preference 
and practical considerations, such as language skills and resource constraints. The case 
selection does not imply any assumptions about the relationship between this case and other 
cases (e.g. Europeanisation in other EU member states); in other words, the case is neither 
presented as unique nor as typical. This being said, generalisation is attempted within the 
case rather than beyond it, that is, the aim is to maximise and refine understanding of this 
specific case, which I would argue is of “sufficient interest […] to a target audience for the 
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87  Ibid., p. 1. 
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findings to have intrinsic value”90. Based on Stake’s distinction between intrinsic and 
instrumental case studies91, this investigation also exhibits some characteristics of an 
instrumental case study by making use of already-developed instruments, as shown in the 
methods section. 
In the previous chapter, I have developed a theoretical model on the basis of existing 
theoretical propositions of deparliamentarisation, Europeanisation and politicisation. In 
order to assess to what extent existing theories aid our understanding of this particular case, 
the model serves as a pattern against which the observations are interpreted. Yin calls this 
approach ‘analytic generalisation’: 
A fatal flaw in doing case studies is to conceive of statistical generalization as 
the method of generalizing the results of the case. This is because cases are not 
‘sampling units’ […]. Under these circumstances, the method of generalization 
is ‘analytic generalization’, in which a previously developed theory is used as a 
template with which to compare the empirical results of the case study.92 
This being said, it cannot be denied that, although the immediate purpose of this study is 
intrinsic, there is also an intention to contribute to the scholarly knowledge of 
Europeanisation of national parliaments and politicisation in the parliament arena by 
offering some novel empirical insights into these issues. Given the relatively short period of 
investigation (viz. two months), the analytical evidence amounts to a snapshot of the state 
of affairs in spring 2010 against the background of long-term trends. 
3.2 DATA 
The empirical material comprises three debates in the Bundestag plenary in spring 2010. 
The central topics of debate are the unfolding of the eurozone crisis in Greece, Spain and 
Portugal, the bilateral loans for Greece, agreed upon by the euro area member states and the 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) on 2 May 2010, and the establishment of the EFSF and 
EFSM. In order to clear the way for Germany’s share to the aid measures, the Bundestag 
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adopted the ‘Act on Giving Guarantees to Maintain the Hellenic Republic’s Ability to Pay 
which is Required for Financial Stability in the Monetary Union’, generally called the 
‘Currency Union Financial Stability Act’, on 7 May 2010. The EFSF and ESFM were set 
up following an intergovernmental decision taken by the eurozone member states within the 
framework of the Ecofin Council on 9 May 2010. On 21 May 2010 the Bundestag as well 
as the Bundesrat passed the ‘Euro Stabilisation Mechanism Act’ (‘Act on the Assumption 
of Guarantees in Connection with a European Stabilisation Mechanism’), which sets out the 
national framework for Germany’s guarantee commitments to the EFSF. This is the 
background against which the debates in Germany’s national parliament took place. 
Table 3.1 below provides an overview of the three plenary debates that have been 
chosen for the analysis, all of which opened with policy statements by Chancellor Angela 
Merkel. The policy statements on 25 March and 5 May 2010 were scheduled in the run up 
to decisive EU-level meetings of heads of state or government. The Spring European 
Council convened in Brussels on 25 and 26 March, and while the main item on the official 
agenda was the ‘Europe 2020’ growth strategy, the euro area members reaffirmed their 
readiness to contribute to bilateral loans for Greece93, as had been agreed in an informal 
European Council meeting on 11 February. Also the government policy statement and 
parliamentary debate ahead of the summit were very much shaped by deliberations on 
symptoms of the crisis and crisis response policies. The summit of the euro area heads on 7 
May finalised the implementation of the aid package for Greece, and agreement was 
reached that the “Commission will propose a European stabilization mechanism to preserve 
financial stability in Europe”94. The EFSF and EFSM, however, were not topic of 
discussion on 5 May; in fact, the Bundestag and Bundesrat did not have any information on 
these mechanisms when they adopted the Currency Union Financial Stability Act on 7 May 
only a few hours before the euro area summit95. In addition to the Chancellor’s policy 
                                                 
93  Statement by the Heads of State and Government of the Euro Area, 25 March 2010, Brussels: 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/113563.pdf (date accessed: 30 
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94  Statement by the Heads of State or Government of the Euro Area, 7 May 2010, Brussels: 
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statement, the draft bill of the Currency Union Financial Stability Act96 was debated for the 
first time on 5 May. The government policy statement delivered on 19 May was not directly 
linked to an EU-level meeting, but was a more general statement concerning the crisis 
measures. At the same time, this plenary debate was the first reading of the draft bill of the 
Euro Stabilisation Mechanism Act97 and the first consultation of Motion 17/1733 entitled 
‘Complete prohibition of credit default swaps (CDS) and CDS trading’, which was tabled 
by the Left and rejected in the second plenary consultation on 2 July 201098. 
Table 3.1: Debates 
Date Description Length Speeches 
25.03.2010 
· Government policy statement (by the Chancellor) 
ahead of the European Council meeting on 25th and 
26th March 2010 in Brussels 
90 minutes 11 
05.05.2010 
· Government policy statement (by the Chancellor) 
concerning the measurements to preserve the 
stability of the monetary union and ahead of the 
extraordinary Euro Summit on 7th May 2010 in 
Brussels 
· First debate on the Draft Currency Union Financial 
Stability Bill 
90 minutes 8 
19.05.2010 
· Government policy statement (by the Chancellor) 
concerning the measures to stabilise the euro 
· First debate on the Draft Euro Stabilisation 
Mechanism Bill 
· Debate on the motion ‘Complete prohibition of 
credit default swaps (CDS) and CDS trading’ 
(Left) 
120 minutes 11 
Total 300 minutes 30 
                                                 
96  Draft bill 17/1544 (in German): http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/17/015/1701544.pdf (date accessed: 
31 October 2013). 
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98  As the title suggests, this motion requests the federal government to prohibit CDS and trading of CDS in 
Germany and to advocate such a prohibition at the EU and G20 level. Motion 17/1733 (in German): 
http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/17/017/1701733.pdf (date accessed: 31 October 2013). 
28 
 
In contrast to committee proceedings, plenary debates have the advantage of being 
documented as literal transcriptions, which are freely accessible99, but the main criterion for 
selecting plenary debates in general and these three debates in particular was public 
visibility. Plenary sessions in which members of the federal government (especially the 
Chancellor) participate attract great media interest. Also the debates and votes on 7 and 21 
May 2010 received considerable media coverage due to the perceived salience of the 
Currency Union Financial Stability Act and Euro Stabilisation Mechanism Act100. I, 
however, decided to focus on ‘conventional’ plenary sessions – if there is such thing in 
times of crisis – and it seems that government policy statements on EU affairs have become 
part of normal parliamentary business in the Bundestag. In the 17th legislative period (i.e. 
between October 2009 and September 2013), the federal government delivered 39 policy 
statements in total in the parliament arena and 20 of those were related to EU and/or crisis 
matters, 19 by Chancellor Angela Merkel and one by Wolfgang Schäuble, the Federal 
Minister of Finance. If we look only at the Chancellor’s statements, the figures are even 
more telling: 19 of a total of 26 statements concerned (at least partially) the euro crisis, of 
which 15 were directly linked to meetings of the European Council or euro area leaders, 
more often scheduled ahead of the meeting than afterwards for reporting on the 
outcomes.101 Another reason why I find debates revolving around policy statements by the 
government particularly worth studying is because, as briefly discussed below, the division 
of roles between executive and legislative actors is more straightforward in this setting than 
in other types of debate. 
In total, the analysis covers 30 speeches, four short interventions and one question, 
amounting to five hours of discussion in the Bundestag’s plenary. Questions and 
interventions are an effective way to engage directly with speakers from other parties and to 
                                                 
99  http://suche.bundestag.de/plenarprotokolle/search.form (date accessed: 25 August 2013). 
100  The salience of these debates is further highlighted by the number of MPs who crossed party lines and the 
number of written statements. On 7 May 2010, 39 written statements, signed by altogether 70 MPs, have 
been submitted; on 21 May 2010, it was 16 statements by 20 MPs. The purpose of a written statement is to 
give a personal explanation on the vote. 
101  All government policy statements can be retrieved from the federal government’s website: 
http://www.bundesregierung.de/SiteGlobals/Forms/Webs/Breg/Suche/DE/Nachrichten/Regierungserklaer
ungssuche2_formular.html?nn=738278&searchtype.HASH=d53d611fcc13222498e3&path.HASH=a6f79c
90c94bc6e5e9bb&path=%2Fbpainternet%2Fcontent%2Fde%2Fregierungserklaerung*&doctype=speech
&doctype.HASH=70be6bf2bcd5cca0d3d&searchtype=news (date accessed: 31 October 2013). 
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get a turn to speak without using up the speaking time allocated to the parliamentary 
group102. The form and duration of a debate is generally agreed upon in the Council of 
Elders, comprising of the President of the Bundestag, the Vice Presidents and 23 additional 
MPs, who are likely to be very experienced parliamentarians103. The order of speakers, as 
stated in Rule 28 of the Rules of Procedure, is determined by the President “with due regard 
to the different views of political parties, the arguments for and against the subject under 
debate, and the relative strengths of the parliamentary groups; in particular, a divergent 
opinion shall be heard after a speech has been delivered by a member of the Federal 
Government or a person commissioned by it”. Similarly, the speaking time is divided in 
accordance with the majority situation and size of the parliamentary groups104. In the 17th 
legislative period, for an overall speaking time of 60 minutes, the share of the coalition 
majority was 32 minutes (i.e. 23 minutes for the CDU/CSU and 9 minutes for the FDP), 
and the opposition was entitled to 28 minutes (i.e. 14 minutes for the SPD and 7 minutes 
each for the Left and the Greens).105 These are some of the institutional parameters that the 
speakers are subjected to, demonstrating the highly regulated nature of plenary 
proceedings. 
Table 3.2 and Figure 3.1 show the distribution of speeches and interventions/ 
questions across executive and legislative actors and parliamentary groups. Please note that 
although the CDU and CSU form a joint parliamentary group, they are looked at separately 
here, since in the analysis I am interested in potential divergences between them. Moreover, 
it is worth pointing out that the distinction between executive and legislative actors is not 
always as clear-cut as generally assumed. In addition to being the CDU party chair, 
Chancellor Angela Merkel holds a seat in the Bundestag – as ministers conventionally do in 
                                                 
102  Rules of Procedure of the German Bundestag, Rule 27 ‘Leave to speak and request for leave to speak’: 
“(1) […] Members of the Bundestag who wish to raise a point of order or to make a statement may do so 
by intervention. (2) If a Member of the Bundestag wishes to put a question to the speaker in the course of 
his or her speech or, during the debate, to make remarks on the subject under discussion, he or she shall 
use one of the microphones in the Chamber. He or she may put this question or these remarks, which must 
be brief and concise, only if the speaker, following a question to that effect by the President, has 
consented. […]” 
103  Rules of Procedure of the German Bundestag, Rule 35 ‘Speaking time’. 
104  For the distribution of seats after the 2009 elections see Appendix 3. 
105  http://www.bundestag.de/dokumente/datenhandbuch/07/07_11/index.html (date accessed: 8 September 
2013). 
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Germany – and hence is of course also a member of the CDU parliamentary group. When 
the Chancellor and federal ministers get engaged in parliamentary debates through policy 
statements, it is fairly clear to everyone involved and the public that they are representing 
the executive. I would argue that in other settings different roles are more entangled. The 
debates on 7 and 21 May 2010, which led to the adoption of the Currency Union Financial 
Stability Act and Euro Stabilisation Mechanism Act respectively, serve as an example. 
Federal Minister of Finance Wolfgang Schäuble (CDU) and Federal Foreign Minister 
Guido Westerwelle (FDP) each delivered speeches in both sessions, taking their turn as 
second speakers of their respective parliamentary groups. While for the opposition groups 
and the media they probably first and foremost represent the federal government, to their 
own parliamentary group they may have also appealed as senior members – and in the case 
of Westerwelle as party chair – who try to rally the coalition parliamentary groups behind 
the acts. 
 Table 3.2: Distribution of speeches 
Government/ 
Parliamentary 
group 
Speeches Interventions/ Questions 
Speakers 
All Primary 
Government 3 – 1 1 
CDU 7 1 4 4 
CSU 3 – 1 1 
SPD 6 1 6 5 
FDP 4 2 4 2 
Left 4 – 3 3 
Greens 3 1 2 1 
Total 30 5 21 17 
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 Figure 3.1: Distribution of speeches 
The 30 speeches that are analysed were delivered by 17 different speakers (here referred to 
as ‘primary’ speakers), and four more MPs got involved in the panel discussions through 
questions or interventions. The sample is relatively small, but nonetheless Table 3.3 below 
illustrates some interesting observations. The speakers tend to be MPs with experience, 
measured in years of membership in the Bundestag. With the exception of the Social 
Democrats, the speakers have on average been longer in the Bundestag than the MPs of 
their respective parliamentary groups. This is especially true for the group of primary 
speakers. Overall, the difference between all MPs (6.87 years) and primary speakers (10.82 
years) is four years, that is, one legislative term. Further, a closer look at the profiles of the 
speakers (see Appendix 4) reveals that they occupied key roles in the parliamentary groups 
and competent committees. The chairs of all parliamentary groups have spoken in at least 
two of the three debates. Also deputy chairs and party spokespeople on EU and budgetary 
affairs participated in the discussions. As EU affairs often do, the topic of discussion cuts 
across different policy areas, and this is reflected also in the committee membership of the 
speakers. The speakers sat predominantly in the Budget Committee, Finance Committee or 
European Affairs Committee, three being party group heads in their respective committees 
and one the deputy chair of the European Affairs Committee. Some of the speakers are also 
involved in the Europa-Union, which is the German member organisation of the Union of 
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European Federalists, or the European Movement Germany. The observations made above 
underpin the importance attributed to these plenary debates, as in addition to policy experts 
also senior members of the parliamentary groups participated actively. 
Table 3.3: Average length of membership by October 2009106 (in years) 
Parliamentary 
group All MPs
107 
Speakers108 
All Primary 
CDU/CSU 7.96 14.20 14.20 
SPD 8.99 8.00 6.60 
FDP 5.31 8.75 11.50 
Left 3.35 9.00 9.00 
Greens 4.56 5.50 11.00 
Total 6.87 10.05 10.82 
3.3 METHODS 
The purpose of this thesis necessitates a detailed content analysis of plenary protocols in 
order to identify different actors’ contributions to the debate, the issues they discussed, the 
arguments and positions they put forward and the frames they articulated. Political claims 
analysis has been proposed by Ruud Koopmans and Paul Statham as a methodological 
approach for the study of protest and social movements109. Earlier studies on politicisation 
and parliamentary debates110 suggest that claims analysis, especially when complemented 
by discursive analysis of framing, is very suitable for my research endeavour. I regard both 
as specific forms of qualitative content analysis (QCA). Drawing on Koopmans and 
Statham, Pieter de Wilde builds a bridge between claims analysis and Michael Saward’s 
                                                 
106  The 17th legislative period commenced on 27 October 2009, when the newly elected Bundestag was 
convened for the first time. 
107  Source: http://www.bundestag.de/dokumente/datenhandbuch/03/03_04/03_04_01.html (date accessed: 28 
August 2013). 
108  The Chancellor has been excluded from the CDU/CSU group, the assumption being that ministers tend to 
be very experienced MPs and including them would, therefore, bias the average significantly. 
109  Koopmans & Statham 1999. 
110  See e.g. de Wilde 2012; de Wilde 2011a; Roggeband & Vliegenthart 2007. 
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conceptualisation of the representative claim111, arriving at what he calls ‘representative 
claims analysis’112. 
An instance of claims making or a claim is “a unit of strategic action in the public 
sphere […] define[d] as: the purposive and public articulation of political demands, calls to 
action, proposals, criticisms or physical attacks, which, actually or potentially, affect the 
interests or integrity of the claimants and/or other collective actors”113. In terms of text, the 
length of a claim can range from a few words to several paragraphs, as long as it still is a 
single argument on a single issue articulated by the same claimant114. Framing analysis is 
based on the idea that “different actors involved articulate particular ways of understanding 
issues”; in other words, “[t]hey define not only what issues and problems need our 
attention, but also how we should look at them”115. Different representations of a problem 
comprise of a number of elements such as voice or standing, diagnosis, prognosis and 
rationale or call of action. Special attention should be paid to the attribution of roles: who is 
seen to have caused the problem, who are possible victims and perpetrators, who should be 
acting and who is acted upon.116 When it comes to conflict framing, earlier studies suggest 
that polarisations of opinion can occur along the traditional left/right dimension or the pro-
/anti-European integration dimension, and forms of framing include international conflict 
framing (conflict between member states or with EU institutions) and transnational conflict 
framing (partisan, sectoral or centre-periphery lines of conflict)117. 
The kind of analysis proposed above is best realised in a mixed-method approach that 
combines QCA118 using ATLAS.ti software with quantitative representations of issue 
salience. QCA is a method for describing and interpreting rich data in a highly systematic, 
yet flexible, way by assigning segments of the material to categories of a coding frame. It 
enables me to focus on key aspects of the material, as indicated by my research problem, 
                                                 
111  Saward 2010; Saward 2006. 
112  de Wilde 2013. 
113  Koopmans 2007, p. 189. 
114  de Wilde 2012, p. 1083. 
115  Roggeband & Vliegenthart 2007, p. 525. 
116  Ibid., pp. 529–530. 
117  de Wilde 2012; de Wilde 2011a. 
118  For a hands-on textbook see Schreier 2012. 
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and it has the advantage of reducing data.119 Issue salience provides insights into what 
issues are likely to have been politicised (or depoliticised) by whom and when. 
Table 3.4: Main categories of the coding frame 
Main  
categories Description Examples (Frequency) 
Diagnosis 
Identifying a problem, its 
causes and/or conse-
quences (as well as vic-
tims and perpetrators) 
DIAGNOSIS_Crisis_Causes120 (17) 
DIAGNOSIS_Crisis_Political trust (3) 
DIAGNOSIS_Spillover_Economic interdependence (8) 
Solution Proposing a way to re-solve the problem 
SOLUTION_Compliance with laws (3) 
SOLUTION_EU level (7) 
SOLUTION_Regulation_Financial markets (4) 
Goal Presenting a broader ob-jective 
GOAL_Ethics of responsibility (2) 
GOAL_EU_Reduction of economic imbalances (3) 
GOAL_Primacy of politics (3) 
Call 
Demanding action upon a 
problem, possibly specify-
ing who should be acting 
CALL_EU_Reform of the SGP_Sanctions (8)121 
CALL_General_Distribution of the costs (6) 
CALL_Government_Financial transaction tax (4) 
Action 
Describing measures that 
have been taken or are to 
be taken (and by whom) 
ACTION_EU_Aid_Last resort (10) 
ACTION_EU_Regulation_Financial products (8) 
ACTION_Greece_Reforms (8) 
Claim 
Claims making which 
does not fall under any of 
the categories above  
CLAIM_Aid_Conditionality (13) 
CLAIM_Government critique_Crisis management_Populism (5) 
CLAIM_Party politics_SPD (9) 
“A coding frame is a structure, a kind of filter through which you view your material”122, 
and therefore building a valid frame was essential to my investigation. I, firstly, retrieved 
the plenary protocols from the Bundestag’s web archives123 and prepared them for the 
coding process, for example, by dividing the text into speeches. Secondly, I created the 
                                                 
119  Schreier 2012, pp. 1–9. 
120  The causes have been specified in sub-categories, e.g. ‘National debt’, ‘Living beyond one’s means’ or 
‘Speculation’. 
121  This is a sub-category of ‘CALL_EU_Reform of the SGP’, i.e. the demand to the EU to reform the 
Stability and Growth Pact. 
122  Ibid., p. 63. 
123  http://suche.bundestag.de/plenarprotokolle/search.form (date accessed: 25 August 2013). 
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main categories of the coding frame by translating and modifying the above-mentioned 
representations of an issue into a coding scheme. The main categories, hence, are ‘action’, 
‘call’ (for action), ‘claim’, ‘diagnosis’, ‘goal’ and ‘solution’. I regard these as different 
kinds of claims making with the ‘claim’ category encompassing those instances which do 
not fit into any of the other categories, for instance, statements which are distinctly party 
political or express criticism of the government. I describe the main categories and provide 
coding examples for each in Table 3.4 above. 
As already mentioned above, in addition to descriptions of the crisis in general, I paid 
special attention to what has been mentioned about the causes for and effects of the crisis, 
who is regarded as responsible and who is portrayed as victims and winners. In the initial 
stages of the coding process, I noticed the prominence of the concept of responsibility and 
decided to observe more closely how the concept has been used in different contexts. 
Similarly, solidarity and trust/confidence emerged as concepts that deserve closer attention. 
Needless to say, I also gave importance to claims concerning the role and powers of 
national parliaments (and the Bundestag particularly) in EU decision making. 
Taking Michael Saward’s claim-based notion of representation quite literally, I 
looked out for direct representative claims made by the speakers, meaning how “political 
figures […] make representations of their constituencies, their countries, themselves”124. 
These claims notably took the form of references to their ‘political mandate’ and their 
responsibility as MPs or government members, and diverse portrayals of ‘citizens’ and 
constituents (e.g. taxpayers, workers and future generations) on behalf of whose interests 
and needs they claim to act. Similarly, Germany and its national interests are depicted in 
different ways. 
Another focal point was the framing of European integration, meaning that I tried to 
find some indication of how national narratives about the European integration process play 
out in these debates, for instance, when it comes to Germany’s role within the EU or the 
future of the euro. In these contexts, certain political figures tend to be mentioned or cited, 
such as Helmut Kohl (CDU), German Chancellor from 1982 to 1998, and Theo Waigel 
                                                 
124  Saward 2006, p. 301. 
36 
 
(CSU), Federal Minister of Finance from 1989 to 1998. Making this observation, I decided 
to include references to political figures into my analysis, in addition to references to 
external sources (media reports, quotations by involved actors from outside the 
parliamentary context, documents, etc.). According to de Wilde, media can empower 
parliamentary actors by increasing the political salience of EU issues, providing 
ammunition for the opposition and backbenchers and serving as a feedback mechanism on 
the legislative process125. 
When it comes to the results, I describe and illustrate the coding frame, because the 
coding frame itself is my most important finding, in that it reveals the essence of 
(de)politicising claims making, what problems and/or conflicts have been identified and 
how they are framed. By presenting some of the results in quantitative style, that is, in 
terms of coding frequencies, I can compare issue salience between different groups. 
  
                                                 
125  De Wilde 2011b, p. 127. 
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4 ANALYTICAL FINDINGS 
The results are presented both in quantitative style and qualitative style, and both by 
categories and by cases within the case. During the coding process, I have identified 770 
units of analysis, that is, claims. Table 4.1 shows, among other things, the overall 
distribution of claims across parliamentary groups and the government. The smaller 
parliamentary groups have a share of around 10 percent, the Greens having the lowest 
number of claims with 78, followed by the Left with 80 claims. The CSU made 84 claims; 
thus, giving special attention to this group is also well justified in terms of quantitative 
participation. When we look at the majority and opposition groups, we find a distribution of 
claims that corresponds closely to the allocation of speaking time: CDU, CSU and FDP are 
entitled to use 53.3 percent of the speaking time, leaving the opposition parties with 46.7 
percent. The majority groups made 54.1 percent of claims and the opposition groups 45.9 
percent. However, if we include the claims made by the government, the share of pro-
government claims rises to 62.2 percent. 
Firstly, some further general observations on the distribution of claims are made 
(from Tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 below). Secondly, I highlight significant divergences in 
claims making between the three selected debates. Thirdly, I present a ‘mini’ case study of 
how the financial transaction tax has been debated in the plenary of the Bundestag. The tax 
did not only stand out as one of the most widely discussed issues but also illustrates 
contention on all three dimensions, that is, ‘policy’, ‘polity’ and ‘politics’. Fourthly, each 
group will be explored in more detail, starting with the government and the majority 
parliamentary groups and then moving on to the opposition groups. Please not that all 
quotations from the plenary protocols below are my own translations. 
 
  
Table 4.1: Frequency distribution of claim categories by actors 
 
Government CDU CSU SPD FDP Left Greens 
Total Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Claim 44 32.1 51 35.7 28 33.3 86 64.7 52 45.2 41 51.3 45 57.7 347 (45.1%) 
Call 26 19.0 28 19.6 14 16.7 25 18.8 22 19.1 20 25.0 12 15.4 147 (19.1%) 
Action 30 21.9 31 21.7 21 25.0 7 5.3 20 17.4 0 0.0 3 3.8 112 (14.5%) 
Diagnosis 21 15.3 21 14.7 19 22.6 13 9.8 11 9.6 15 18.8 11 14.1 111 (14.4%) 
Solution 11 8.0 11 7.7 2 2.4 0 0.0 6 5.2 3 3.8 5 6.4 38 (4.9%) 
Goal 5 3.6 1 0.7 0 0.0 2 1.5 4 3.5 1 1.3 2 2.6 15 (1.9%) 
Total 137 (17.8%) 143 (18.6%) 84 (10.9%) 133 (17.3%) 115 (14.9%) 80 (10.4%) 78 (10.1%) 770 (100.0%) 
 
 
 Table 4.2: Frequency distribution of ‘policy’, ‘polity’ and ‘politics’ by actors 
 
Government CDU CSU SPD FDP Left Greens 
Total Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Policy 54 39.4 71 49.7 39 46.4 36 27.1 53 46.1 51 63.8 18 23.1 322 (41.8%) 
Polity 72 52.6 46 32.2 34 40.5 24 18.0 39 33.9 18 22.5 24 30.8 257 (33.4%) 
Politics 11 8.0 26 18.2 11 13.1 73 54.9 23 20.0 11 13.8 36 46.2 191 (24.8%) 
Total 137 (17.8%) 143 (18.6%) 84 (10.9%) 133 (17.3%) 115 (14.9%) 80 (10.4%) 78 (10.1%) 770 (100.0%) 
 
Table 4.3: Frequency distribution of ‘policy’, ‘polity’ and ‘politics’ by claims 
 
Claim Call Action Diagnosis Solution Goal 
Total Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 
Policy 82 23.6 90 61.2 111 99.1 22 19.8 16 42.1 1 6.7 322 (41.8%) 
Polity 100 28.8 40 27.2 1 0.9 81 73.0 21 55.3 14 93.3 257 (33.4%) 
Politics 165 47.6 17 11.6 0 0.0 8 7.2 1 2.6 0 0.0 191 (24.8%) 
Total 347 (45.1%) 147 (19.1%) 112 (14.5%) 111 (14.4%) 38 (4.9%) 15 (1.9%) 770 (100.0%) 
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4.1 OVERALL DISTRIBUTION OF CLAIMS 
Table 4.1 displays the dispersion of the 770 claims across the main categories (i.e. claim, 
call, action, diagnosis, solution and goal) and different actors (i.e. government, CDU, CSU, 
SPD, FDP, Left and Greens). 45 percent of claims fall into the ‘claim’ category. Here, we 
can observe a significant variation among actors. For the Chancellor and the speakers from 
the CDU and CSU, the shares are well below average (between 32.1 and 35.7 percent), 
whereas they are significantly higher for the opposition groups, namely 64.7 percent for the 
SPD, 57.7 percent for the Greens and 51.3 percent for the Left. This can be partly explained 
by the fact that with 98 of 347 claims (i.e. 28.2 percent) government critique is the largest 
subcategory in the ‘claim’ category, counting for 12.7 percent of all 770 claims. 
Approximately every fifth claim demanded some action; and most commonly these ‘calls’ 
were addressed to the EU (41.5 percent) and the federal government (21.1 percent), on a 
lesser scale to Bundestag MPs collectively, international actors, Greece and banks. Notably, 
in 32 of 147 ‘calls’ for action (i.e. 21.8 percent) the claimant did not explicitly mention 
which actor(s) or institution(s) should be acting. The Left, which has never been in 
government, has the highest share of ‘calls’ for action with 25 percent, and their speakers 
did not make any ‘action’ claims. Overall, descriptions of ‘actions’ account for 14.5 percent 
of total claims making. Not surprisingly, the government and the majority groups are more 
active in reporting on ‘policy’ measures, which had been (or were to be) adopted in 
Germany and by the EU, as well as by the Greek government and the IMF. 14.4 percent of 
claims identify and describe some perceived problems. The variation in this category 
reveals that the speakers of the CSU and the Left are particularly engaged in ‘diagnosis’ 
(22.6 and 18.8 percent respectively), while ‘diagnostic’ statements account for less than 10 
percent of claims made by the SPD and the FDP. Notably, propositions of ‘solutions’ and 
broader ‘goals’ amount to merely 5 and 2 percent respectively. 
Table 4.2 summarises how claims by different actor groups are distributed on the 
policy–polity–politics dimension. Overall, roughly 42 percent of all claims deal with the 
content of (past, present and future) decisions and measures, hence with ‘policy’, which is 
thereby the largest of the three categories. Every third claim addressed the ‘polity’ – or 
rather ‘polities’. For the purpose of this study, ‘polity’ has been interpreted liberally as the 
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structural, formal and institutional features of the political. I distinguish between seven 
subcategories: ‘EU and euro’ (33.5 percent), ‘economy’ (20.2 percent), ‘crisis’ (19.1 
percent), ‘European integration’ (11.7 percent), ‘Germany in the EU’ (8.6 percent), 
‘international order’ (6.2 percent) and ‘Germany’ (0.8 percent). The remaining 191 claims 
(i.e. 24.8 percent) fall into the ‘politics’ class, meaning that they refer to decision-making 
processes, party politics, legislative–executive relations or majority–opposition relations. 
The table reveals interesting differences between actors, which cannot be reduced 
merely to majority and minority roles in the parliament. For example, the Left has 
addressed ‘policy’ matters in 63.8 percent of its claims, which is by far the highest 
percentage in this category; while the other opposition groups have the lowest shares, 
namely 23.1 percent for the Greens and 27.1 percent for the SPD. A similar divergence is 
visible on the ‘politics’ dimension. More than half of the Social Democrats’ claims (54.9 
percent to be precise) concern ‘politics’, and the Greens have the second highest share with 
46.2 percent. For the Left speakers, in contrast, this percentage (viz. 13.8 percent) lies well 
below average. The Chancellor has made very few remarks on ‘politics’ (only 8 percent), 
and the ‘polity’ category accounts for the majority (52.6 percent) of her claims. Also the 
CSU speakers made many ‘policy’-relevant claims (40.5 percent), while the SPD was the 
least active in this domain (with 18 percent). 
Table 4.3 provides a contingency table between the policy–polity–politics 
classification and the main claim categories. In the ‘claim’ category, 165 of 347 claims, 
equalling 47.6 percent, overlap with ‘politics’. The majority of ‘calls’ (61.2 percent) 
demand ‘policy’ measures; fewer demands (27.2 percent) have been raised on the ‘polity’ 
dimension (e.g. in favour of further EU-level coordination). All accounts of ‘action’ (with 
the exception of one) refer to ‘policies’. More interestingly, ‘diagnostic’ claims making 
identifies problems predominantly in the above-mentioned ‘polities’ (73 percent). Also 
‘goals’ and ‘solutions’ are mainly expressed along these lines (93.3 and 55.3 percent 
respectively). The salience of ‘policy’-centred ‘solutions’ (42.1 percent) and ‘diagnosis’ 
(19.8 percent) should, however, not be disregarded. 
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4.2 DEBATES 
The purpose of this section is to discover distinctions between the three plenary debates that 
have been selected for analysis. The variation in the totals of claims is partially due to 
differing durations of debate. However, despite their equal length of 90 minutes, the first 
debate and second debate differ significantly in the amount of total claims made. The 
debate on 25 March 2010 was scheduled on the eve of the Spring European Council 
meeting, which had the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy at the top of the agenda. Hence, the strategy 
was also object of discussion in the first plenary debate. Claims making that exclusively 
addressed the strategy and its targets has been excluded from the analysis, but we see that 
in some instances arguments on the ‘Europe 2020’ strategy have been combined with 
crisis-relevant claims and claims on parliamentary democracy (for some examples, see 
Appendix 5). 
Table 4.4: Frequency distribution of claims by debates 
 
1st debate 
(25 March 2010) 
2nd debate 
(5 May 2010) 
3rd debate 
(19 May 2010) 
Total Count % Count % Count % 
Claim 102 54.8 100 39.2 145 44.1 347 (45.1%) 
Call 23 12.4 64 25.1 60 18.2 147 (19.1%) 
Action 21 11.3 34 13.3 57 17.3 112 (14.5%) 
Diagnosis 22 11.8 42 16.5 47 14.3 111 (14.4%) 
Solution 15 8.1 9 3.5 14 4.3 38 (4.9%) 
Goal 3 1.6 6 2.4 6 1.8 15 (1.9%) 
Total 186 (24.2%) 255 (33.1%) 329 (42.7%) 770 (100.0%) 
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Table 4.5: Frequency distribution of ‘policy’, ‘polity’ and ‘politics’ by debates 
 
1st debate 
(25 March 2010) 
2nd debate 
(5 May 2010) 
3rd debate 
(19 May 2010) 
Total Count % Count % Count % 
Policy 65 34.9 120 47.1 137 41.6 322 (41.8%) 
Polity 62 33.3 83 32.5 112 34.0 257 (33.4%) 
Politics 59 31.7 52 20.4 80 24.3 191 (24.8%) 
Total 186 (24.2%) 255 (33.1%) 329 (42.7%) 770 (100.0%) 
A few interesting observations on issue salience can be made both with regard to the main 
claims (see Table 4.4 above) and the policy–polity–politics categorisation (see Table 4.5 
above). Especially the first debate and the second debate show considerable differences on 
various levels. The second debate took place on 5 May 2010, shortly after the euro area 
leaders and the IMF offered bilateral aid to Greece and a couple of days before the 
Bundestag and Bundesrat passed the ‘Currency Union Financial Stability Act’ and before 
the rescue mechanism has been set up. Every fourth claim in this plenary debate entailed a 
‘call’ for action, most of which, namely around 40 percent, were directed at the EU (such as 
demands to reform the Stability and Growth Pact made by the Chancellor and 
representatives of the majority groups). 22 percent of ‘calls’ were explicitly addressed to 
the federal government, and a further 25 percent have been of a more general nature, not 
specifying who is expected to take the demanded measures. Both subcategories feature 
numerous ‘calls’ for regulating financial markets and banning particular financial products 
and practices (especially short selling and credit default swaps). The share of ‘diagnostic’ 
claims is slightly above average in the second debate as well. In contrast, the first debate 
was dominated by other ‘claims’ (approximately 55 percent of all claims), resulting in 
below average shares of ‘diagnosis’, accounts of ‘action’ and ‘calls’ for action. 
In terms of the policy–polity–politics classification, there does not appear to be any 
divergence on the ‘polity’ dimension across the time period of analysis. However, a more 
comprehensive picture emerges when we look into the subcategories. The EU and the 
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common currency have consistently been the most talked about ‘polities’, although to a 
lesser extent in the third debate (28.6 percent as opposed to around 37 percent in the first 
two debates). The crisis (including the causes, consequences, different dimensions and the 
question of responsibility) has become an increasingly salient object of debate. Especially 
during the debate on 19 May 2010, the speakers showed concern for the severity of the 
situation and presented diverse accounts of the causes. The prominence of economy-related 
‘polity’ claims varied considerably. More than one fourth of ‘polity’ claims (viz. 27.7 
percent) addressed the economic order in the second debate (and every fifth ‘polity’ claim 
in the third debate), compared to only 6 of 62 claims in the first debate. In this context, the 
so-called ‘primacy of politics’ turned out to be one of the essential issues, reflected, for 
instance, in claims making that problematises the political impotence vis-à-vis financial 
markets. One more interesting point to note is that Germany’s membership and role within 
the EU has been the second most debated ‘polity’ in the first debate (with 19.4 percent), but 
has been of less concern in the later plenary debates. A number of different aspects fall into 
this subcategory. There is a consensus that the stabilisation of the eurozone is as much in 
the German national interest as it is in the European interest. In addition to commitments 
and responsibilities to the EU, the Chancellor and the majority MPs stress the responsibility 
of politicians towards the German citizens, who have given up the German Mark in reliance 
upon the stability of the euro, which they had been promised by political leaders at the time. 
They have also drawn attention to Germany’s historic role in the creation of the European 
Monetary Union (EMU) and the current role as the driving force behind the EU’s 
competitiveness. As discussed further below, the notion that the rest of the EU benefits 
from Germany’s export strength has been contested by opposition speakers. 
The total share of claims dealing with ‘politics’ has fluctuated between 20.4 percent 
in the second debate and 31.7 percent in the first debate (the third debate falling in between 
with 24.3 percent). Generally, we see government support on the one side and government 
critique on the other side throughout the debates, but the substance of these claims 
somewhat varied. The plenary session of 25 March 2010 featured particularly many claims 
by the Social Democrats and the Greens that portray the government as being indecisive 
and internally divided, and Chancellor Merkel was accused of lack of ideas and use of 
populist methods. One of the central points of conflict in this debate was the impact of the 
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government’s crisis management. The SPD and Greens claimed that the behaviour of the 
German executive has further aggravated the situation in Greece. They specifically held the 
Chancellor responsible for fuelling financial speculation as a result of denying the need for 
an aid package for too long and publicly considering the possibility of a Greek exit from the 
eurozone. In response, the CDU, FDP and CSU speakers highlighted the positive role the 
German government had played in preserving stability within the EMU as well as how well 
the Chancellor had represented German interests at EU-level negotiations. In the second 
debate, the Left joined in the criticism of poor crisis management, accusing the 
government, for example, of failing to respond to the crisis in a timely fashion. One more 
interesting aspect worth mentioning about the second debate is that Merkel and the chair of 
her party group, looking back on Greece’s admission to the eurozone, concluded that 
Greece had been allowed to enter only for “political reasons”, though factual decision 
making should be the standard in the EU and EMU admission processes. The third debate 
has seen an intensified discussion on the role of the Bundestag. (For example, the speech 
delivered by the chair of the Greens’ parliamentary group comprised 33 claims in total, of 
which 10 revolved around this issue.) The Chancellor proclaimed that “the budget authority 
of the Bundestag is fully respected”126. The speakers of the governing parties also presented 
a very positive account of the Bundestag’s involvement and powers. The Social Democrats 
and the Greens, on the contrary, heavily criticised the executive for treating the legislation 
with contempt, drawing particular attention to the alleged failure by the government to keep 
MPs sufficiently informed. The Greens accused the government of violating Article 23 of 
the Basic Law, and in fact the Federal Constitutional Court later granted a constitutional 
complaint filed by the Greens on the same issue concerning the ESM Treaty. While these 
two opposition parties recognised the necessity of fast-track procedures in crisis situations, 
they called for better procedures in future, which will meet the requirement of a self-
respecting parliament. All in all, they spoke of a lack of trust in the government. 
On the ‘policy’ dimension, we see a variation in the percentage of total claims 
ranging from around 35 percent in the first debate to 47 percent in the second debate. The 
                                                 
126  Angela Merkel, Government, 19.05.2010: “The parliament is involved in the decisions. The mechanism 
for the loans from the euro area states is thus designed so that the budget authority of the Bundestag is 
fully respected.” 
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higher share of ‘policy’ claims in the second debate is related to intensified deliberation on 
‘policy’ matters by the opposition groups, accounting for 43.3 percent of ‘policy’ claims in 
the second debate (compared to 23.1 percent in the first debate and 27.7 percent in the third 
debate). The heads of the Left and SPD parliamentary groups have explained the stances of 
their respective parties on the ‘Currency Union Financial Stability Act’, which two days 
later was adopted with the support of the CDU/CSU, FDP and Greens, with the Left voting 
against and the SPD abstaining127. Other ‘policy’ claims made by these two opposition 
groups were very government-focused: criticism of crisis measures was directed at 
government actors, and policy proposals and demands were predominantly addressed to the 
government as well. ‘Policy’ claims making by the government coalition entails a lot of 
reporting of ‘action’ at both the EU level and the national level. This is very much evident 
in all debates. The debate on 19 May 2010 dealt with the Euro Stabilisation Mechanism 
Act, which was to be passed two days later, but the debate was otherwise of a more 
retrospective and fundamental nature. Chancellor Merkel and other speakers representing 
the governing parties reflected on the aid measures and national policy measures that have 
been taken – especially the constitutional ‘debt brake’ (adopted in 2009 and coming into 
effect in 2011), the ban on ‘naked short-selling’ and CDS128 (enforced by the Federal 
Financial Supervisory Authority the day before the debate) and the bank levy (coming into 
force in 2011). They also informed the public about various EU-level measures, frequently 
followed by ‘calls’ for further measures to prevent similar crises in the future: reforming 
the Stability and Growth Pact by introducing sanctions against countries that exceed the 
deficit limits, creating an independent European credit rating agency and equipping 
Eurostat with more competences. The opposition, on the other hand, challenged the 
government’s account of the German ‘success story’ of fiscal consolidation. The Social 
Democrats’ spokesperson on budgetary affairs pointed out that the federal budget of 2010 
featured a record-high deficit. The Left criticised the national growth policy – or rather the 
lack thereof – and, as discussed in more detail below, argued strongly that Chancellor 
Merkel was imposing the same flawed approach of austerity on Greece, Spain and Portugal. 
                                                 
127  Five members of the government parties voted against the Act. In the Green group, there have been five 
abstentions. Four Social Democratic MPs did not follow the whips and voted in favour. 
128  The ban covers the shares of Germany’s ten biggest financial institutions and sovereign bonds issued by 
eurozone countries. 
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One policy issue calls for special attention, namely the financial transaction tax, and it is 
therefore discussed in a more detailed fashion in the next section. 
4.3 FINANCIAL TRANSACTION TAX 
The financial transaction tax has become an increasingly prominent – yet less disputed – 
subject of parliamentary debate during the period of observation. In the first debate, only 
one of the SPD speakers referred to the tax: 
The European Council also prepares the G20 summit in Toronto. The most 
important topic will be the reform of the finance sector. An internationally 
agreed tax on the trading of financial products would contribute to the 
deceleration of the financial roulette. [CLAIM_Financial transaction tax] 
Unfortunately, it is not clear whether the Federal Government still supports 
such a tax. Today would have been the right time to inform the German 
Bundestag. [CLAIM_Government critique_Unclear position]129 
This quotation is very characteristic of the Social Democrats’ claims making regarding the 
financial transaction tax, as the statement of the party position, which is strongly in favour 
of the tax, is accompanied by government critique. The SPD as well as the Greens 
identified that the coalition is internally divided on this policy issue, and therefore the 
government was criticised for failing to formulate a unified position and for being 
indecisive, and Chancellor Angela Merkel was attacked for failing to demonstrate 
leadership (for additional quotations, see Appendix 6). In fact, the Social Democrats made 
the government position on this particular policy issue a condition for their approval of the 
proposed acts. Despite some change in the government’s standpoint, the Social Democratic 
MPs abstained in the vote of 21 May 2010 on the Euro Stabilisation Mechanism Bill, just 
as they did in the earlier vote of 7 May 2010 on the Currency Union Financial Stability 
Bill. 
The financial transaction tax has been a contested issue in the second debate; and 
even though it was more prominently discussed in the third debate, the potential of 
                                                 
129  Angelica Schwall-Düren, SPD, 25.03.2010. 
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contestation had declined due to the fact that the official position of the government took an 
evident turn within this time frame. On 5 May 2010, the Chancellor stated: 
[…] At the G20 summit in Pittsburgh the former Minister of Finance and I 
sought to ensure that an international financial transaction tax will become 
reality. Then there was a G20 decision to invite proposals from the International 
Monetary Fund on how to involve banks in fulfilling their responsibility. […] 
[CLAIM_Financial transaction tax…] 
The International Monetary Fund supports that we charge a bank levy, as 
Germany intends to do. [CLAIM_Bank levy…] 
The International Monetary Fund dismisses the idea of an international 
financial transaction tax. […CLAIM_Financial transaction tax] 
The International Monetary Fund points out that an international financial 
transaction tax would also hit the real economy and recommends a taxation of 
the profits and salaries of banks instead. I think we are well advised to pay great 
attention to the International Monetary Fund’s recommendations. I also ask the 
opposition to take a good look at these proposals. […CLAIM_Bank levy] 
Merkel distanced herself from the position taken by the previous government, the so-called 
‘grand coalition’ with the Social Democrats, which she led between 2005 and 2009. In 
order to underpin her critical stance on the financial transaction tax, Merkel argued that the 
bank levy is a superior alternative, making reference to recommendations by the IMF. The 
opposition continuously questioned the effectiveness of the bank levy. The following 
quotation by the chair of the Greens’ parliamentary group is a good example of this; and 
moreover, it is a direct response to the Chancellor’s statement above and hence shows how 
different actors compete over external expertise, in this case that of the IMF, to support 
their arguments: 
If you want to get banks and others involved, you must introduce a financial 
transaction tax. Ms. Merkel, I have looked up the IMF report. It expressly 
states: this tax will burden highly speculative activities. – That is the reason 
why we say: the tax is well targeted – as opposed to your bank levy – and 
ensures that the price of speculation will increase. [CALL_Government_Financial 
transaction tax]130 
                                                 
130  Jürgen Trittin, Greens, 05.05.2010. 
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Only two weeks after the speech cited above, Merkel announced that the government would 
lobby for the tax on the European as well as global stage: 
[…] I have received the mandate by the coalition groups, which say: we need 
taxation on financial markets either through a financial market transaction tax 
or a financial activity tax. We will promote such taxation on financial markets 
at the European and international level. […] [CLAIM_Government posi-
tion_Financial transaction tax…] 
We know that the discussion about the financial market transaction tax is no 
longer just about the technical details of the tax. For the people it is rather a 
question of how to achieve justice with regard to those who made big profits 
during the market excesses. When people fear losing their jobs, when they 
worry about the stability of the currency, and when they of course have to bear 
austerity measures, they wonder what we must do to achieve at least a little 
justice in burden sharing. […] [CLAIM_Financial transaction tax_ Justice…] 
[…] That is why I and the entire Federal Government will seek to ensure that 
we will present a common European position on the taxation of financial 
markets at the G20 meeting [CALL_EU_Joint voice at G20] 
Yesterday the financial market transaction tax was already discussed among the 
finance ministers. If we do not reach an agreement on an international tax – not 
due to Germany – then we will have this discussion in Europe: 
[…CLAIM_Government position_Financial transaction tax] 
How can we design the contribution by the financial industry in such a way that 
the people will sense this piece of justice? […CLAIM_Financial transaction tax_ 
Justice] 
The two quotations by the Chancellor above do not only reveal that the official position of 
the government has changed but also brings to the fore that the executive has adopted a 
discourse along the lines of the opposition, meaning a discourse that revolves around justice 
for (ordinary) citizens through fair burden sharing. From then on the tax was regarded as a 
measure that complements the much praised bank levy, while before these two measures 
had been presented as explicit alternatives. The same shift is apparent from speeches by 
members of the CDU and CSU groups (some pro-tax claims from the third debate are to be 
found in Appendix 7). 
What needs to be pointed out here is that the junior partner in the coalition 
government has not backed down from its original position. In line with its general 
economic-liberal outlook, the FDP strongly opposed the introduction of a financial 
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transaction tax, and still does. Hence, the FDP speakers publicly deviated from the 
government line during the third debate. Criticism of the tax has generally been levelled 
against the SPD. The FDP attacked the largest opposition party for creating the impression 
that the financial transaction tax is an “egg-laying wool-milk-sow”131, a figurative German 
expression for an all-in-one device that can solve all problems. As further described below, 
the Social Democrats are the primary target for party political remarks by the Liberals. 
On the side of the opposition, the issue of the financial transaction tax is a good 
example of how the Left purposefully differentiates itself from the other two opposition 
parties. In this particular case, the Left tried to take ownership of the policy issue by 
reminding the public that the Tobin tax has been a long-standing issue on its agenda. At the 
same time, the following quotation serves as an illustration of how the Left speakers 
tendency to criticise the actions (and non-actions) of the red–green coalition government, 
which was in power between 1998 and 2005, in order to set the Left Party apart from the 
other parties of the political (centre-)left: 
We have said that we need the Tobin tax, a so-called transfer tax. [CLAIM_ 
Party position_Financial transaction tax] 
Mr. Steinmeier [chair of SPD group], now you also talk about the tax, but when 
you were governing with the Greens, you did not introduce it. […] It is nice that 
now you call for the primacy of politics, which you together with the Greens 
have cut in Germany. [CLAIM_Party politics_Red–green government] 
Let us strive together to restore this primacy of politics! [SOLUTION_Primacy of 
politics]132 
4.4 GOVERNMENT 
More than half of the claims made by Chancellor Angela Merkel in her government 
statements relate to ‘polities’, especially the EU and euro (30 of 72 claims), European 
integration (including declarations of Germany’s and her personal commitment to Europe) 
and the economy (12 claims each) as well as the crisis (9 claims). Roughly 40 percent of 
                                                 
131  Birgit Homburger, FDP, 19.05.2010: “The only thing I heard from you [the SPD] concerning the solution 
to the problems is that we supposedly need such a tax; that is an egg-laying wool-milk-sow. If this tax was 
introduced, everything would be all right. That is of course not the case. […] This is proof of how 
impoverished the SPD presents itself. You have decayed into a single-issue party.” 
132  Gregor Gysi, Left, 05.05.2010. 
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Merkel’s claims making is ‘policy’-specific. At the top of her agenda were the aid measures 
(and the national acts to implement these), the Stability and Growth Pact, consolidation 
measures and to a lesser degree the regulation of financial markets and products. With only 
8 percent the Chancellor has the lowest share in the ‘politics’ category. 
The Chancellor reported quite comprehensively on what had been agreed at the EU 
level, what role Germany had played and, more specifically, what position the German 
government had taken in the negotiations. Merkel declared her firm stance on the 
conditionality of aid, encapsulated in one particular sentence, which she repeated several 
times: “A good European is not necessarily the one who provides rapid assistance.” 
According to Merkel, the most important condition is that aid is provided only as a last 
resort, a notion she also articulated throughout the plenary debates. On 24 March 2010 (i.e. 
before the deal between Greece, the euro area countries and the IMF was sealed), Merkel 
said that the European Council would merely discuss “how we can act in the event of 
emergency as a last resort […], when the stability is endangered, when a euro state can no 
longer access the international financial markets”. On 5 May 2010, she asserted that this 
scenario had now become a reality133 and stressed again: “Early aid, lacking a sufficient 
basis for decision, would have raised the expectations that heavily indebted members of the 
eurozone could count on receiving generous aids quickly without any own consolidation 
efforts.” During the third debate, Merkel justified the adoption of the aid package in 
retrospect, adhering to the same line of reasoning: “[…] there was no reasonable alternative 
to safeguarding the stability of the entire euro financial system. The ultima ratio had been 
reached; in other words, the euro as such was in danger.” Another crucial condition is self-
effort by Greece, since “consolidation without maximum self-help by Greece would have 
conflicted with the principles of the stability community ensured by the case-law of the 
Federal Constitutional Court and the European treaties”134. Merkel argued that supervision 
                                                 
133  Angela Merkel, Government, 05.05.2010: “The basis of this law [Currency Union Financial Stability Act] 
is […] that Greece has practically no access to the financial markets anymore. This would have affected 
the stability of the euro as a whole. The existence of the emergency situation was identified by the 
European Central Bank, the European Commission and the International Monetary Fund.” 
134  Angela Merkel, Government, 05.05.2010. 
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by the IMF would guarantee consolidation efforts by the borrowing countries, and she 
emphasised: “Had it not been for Germany, the IMF would not have been included.”135  
Another cornerstone in the Chancellor’s legalistic frame is compliance with laws, 
which she presented as a key solution. The quote about the ‘good European’ from above, 
hence, continues like this: “A good European is rather the one who respects the European 
treaties and the respective national law and thereby helps to protect the stability of the 
eurozone and the entire European Union.”136 In this context, Merkel proposed that stricter 
mutual monitoring by member states is necessary in order to achieve greater transparency. 
This applies specifically to the Stability and Growth Pact, as Merkel called for preventing 
the “deliberate undermining of its criteria, as happened in the case of Greece”137. For 
Merkel, a reform of the Pact’s excessive deficit procedure is the key to crisis prevention, 
and a central element of this reform should be stricter sanction mechanisms: 
[…] These sanctions include, for example, withholding structural resources of 
the EU budget. Also additional consolidation efforts by member states with 
high debt levels are needed; because they hold specific risks for the 
vulnerability to crises. A temporary suspension of voting rights of notorious 
‘deficit sinners’ is necessary, and especially important is the development of a 
procedure of an orderly state bankruptcy. This would create an important 
incentive for euro member states to keep their budgets in balance. 
[CALL_EU_Reform of the SGP_Sanctions] 
When I say this, I am of course well aware that true reforms leading to a new 
stability culture throughout Europe require treaty changes. The way towards 
this goal – as always in Europe – will not be short; but that is not an acceptable 
argument not to do the right thing. […] [CALL_EU_Treaty change]138 
In order to further underline the importance of the Pact, the Chancellor argued that a 
German legacy must be defended: “In 1997 the Federal Government of Helmut Kohl, Theo 
Waigel and Klaus Kinkel insisted on the introduction of the European Stability and Growth 
Pact. The responsibility of my government and all members of this house today is to insist 
on the enforcement of this Stability Pact, to defend it and to develop it in response to the 
                                                 
135  Ibid. 
136  Ibid. 
137  Angela Merkel, Government, 25.03.2010. 
138  Angela Merkel, Government, 19.05.2010. 
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crisis.”139 The overall objective should be “that whole Europe commits itself to a new 
culture of stability”140. According to Merkel, such a culture of stability “has always 
belonged to the self-conception of the Federal Republic since its foundation” and “has more 
than proved its worth”141. 
Table 4.6: ‘Lack of alternative’ speech 
There is no reasonable alternative to the return to solid 
public finances. There should be no tricks. (Angela Merkel, 
Government, 25 March 2010) 
SOLUTION_EU_Deficit reduction 
[…] There is no alternative to this debt brake given the 
responsibility we have for the finances but also the future 
generations in this country. 
Therefore, there is no alternative to consolidation measures 
in Germany but also in Europe. […] (Hans-Peter Friedrich, 
CSU, 25 March 2010) 
…SOLUTION_Germany_Deficit 
reduction 
 
…SOLUTION_EU_Deficit reduc-
tion 
[…] There is no alternative to the aid for Greece yet to be 
adopted in order to safeguard the financial stability of the 
euro area. We will thus protect our currency if we act. […] 
(Angela Merkel, Government, 5 May 2010) 
ACTION_EU_Aid_Greece 
The proposed solution including the quarterly reviews of the 
implementation of the Greek programme gives us better 
chances than any alternative. It provides the best possible 
guarantee that the German taxpayer, who is the guarantor of 
loans from the German Reconstruction Credit Institute, will 
remain spared from a drawdown. (Angela Merkel, 
Government, 5 May 2010) 
ACTION_EU_Aid_Greece_German 
share 
We are of the opinion: there is in fact no alternative to this 
rescue measure, this emergency programme, which we want 
to launch this week. […] (Norbert Barthle, CDU, 5 May 
2010) 
ACTION_Germany_Currency 
Union Financial Stability Act 
We know that this programme is ambitious, and of course 
we can discuss whether there is an alternative. But we are 
firmly convinced that an alternative to what we proposed 
today would be an inferior solution. (Volker Kauder, CDU, 
19 May 2010) 
ACTION_Germany_Euro Stabilisa-
tion Mechanism Act 
                                                 
139  Angela Merkel, Government, 05.05.2010. 
140  Angela Merkel, Government, 19.05.2010. 
141  Ibid. 
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In the government’s diagnosis, uncontrolled financial speculation and the behaviour of 
rating agencies were the “accelerant” rather than the causes for the crisis. Instead, the root 
cause was that “[t]oo many less competitive members of the eurozone have lived beyond 
their means and therefore fell into the debt trap”142. Given the economic interdependence 
within the EMU, which Merkel continuously brought up, solvency problems of a single 
member state entail “serious risks also for Germany as the largest national economy in 
Europe”143. She warned that “[a]nother financial crisis would lead to significant losses in 
welfare and increased unemployment also in Germany”144. With the constitutionalisation of 
the ‘debt brake’, Germany set a good example of sound fiscal policy making, and “[a]ll 
member states must follow this path”145. The Chancellor made clear that deficit reduction is 
the only viable solution: “There is no reasonable alternative to the return to solid public 
finances.”146 This is a typical example of claims making that is based on the absence or 
inadequacy of alternatives, which we can observe in speeches by the Chancellor and MPs 
representing the CDU and CSU (see Table 4.6 above). 
4.5 CDU AND CSU 
In terms of frequencies of claim categories, the CDU speakers match their party head (i.e. 
the Chancellor) very closely, while the head of the CSU group made more ‘diagnostic’ 
claims (22.6 percent compared to 14.7 percent) and, interestingly, also delivered more 
‘action’ accounts (every fourth of his claims), being in fact the most active in both of these 
categories, but he made fewer ‘calls’ for action and provided hardly any ‘solutions’. The 
policy–polity–politics classification also reveals some differences between the sister 
parties. Most importantly, the CSU focused more on ‘polities’ (particularly the EU, the 
common currency and the crisis), and the CDU had a higher share of ‘politics’ claims. 
When it comes to accounts of policy ‘action’, we note that the CDU speakers tend to 
concentrate on the implementation of the aid measures, that is, the Currency Union 
                                                 
142  Angela Merkel, Government, 19.05.2010. 
143  Angela Merkel, Government, 25.03.2010. 
144  Angela Merkel, Government, 05.05.2010. 
145  Angela Merkel, Government, 25.03.2010. 
146  Ibid. 
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Financial Stability Act and the Euro Stabilisation Mechanism Act, and other policies at the 
national level. The focal point of the CSU, on the other hand, was more at the EU level. 
The chair of the CSU parliamentary group expressed his strong support for the Chancellor’s 
insistence on providing community aid only as the very last resort: 
I am very grateful to the Federal Chancellor for her tenacity during the last 
weeks and months. It would have sent out the completely wrong signal to the 
world community and Europe if we had been ready to hand out billions just 
because the Greeks scream: we need money. I may quote the social-democratic 
Foreign Minister of Spain, Mr. Moratinos – by the way, you can look this up in 
the 30 April edition of the Süddeutsche Zeitung – who said how helpful it was 
that the Federal Government remained persistent. This alone, he said, made it 
possible to force Athens to save money. [CLAIM_Government support_Crisis 
management]147 
The CSU mentioned more than once that the Greek government and population need to be 
‘forced’, implying a lack of willingness on their part. The parliamentary chair of the party 
highlighted that Germany has carried out several reform programmes over many years, 
placing it in a strong position to withstand the crisis, whereas “Greece has not implemented 
reforms during all that time, on the contrary”, and “[t]hat is why now the international 
community […] has to force Greece to implement all these reforms within a very short time 
in order to make it competitive again”148. These statements illustrate that the ideas and 
concerns of the CSU are very similar to those of their sister party, but there is a notable 
difference in the language used. This is also true for the way the CSU articulated the notion 
of legal compliance: “It is also in our interest to avoid sending the message to the German 
citizens that the one who plays by the rules and is hard-working eventually will be the fool 
and must foot the bill.”149 On this issue, which together with conditionality was very much 
at the centre of the Chancellor’s speeches, the CSU also demonstrated its support, calling 
Angela Merkel “the guardian of order in Europe”150, who protects the rules the EU gave 
itself, especially the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. 
                                                 
147  Hans-Peter Friedrich, CSU, 05.05.2010. 
148  Ibid. 
149  Hans-Peter Friedrich, CSU, 25.03.2010. 
150  Ibid. 
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In addition to extensive national debt incurred by “living beyond their own means”, 
the CSU identified Greece’s lack of competitiveness as one of the causes for the Greek 
crisis. So did the Chancellor and the CDU, but the CSU framed the problem of poor 
economic performance in more populist terms: 
The fact is that every state, every national economy is only as prosperous as its 
people allow with hard work, ambition, discipline and capability. That is the 
truth, and the Greeks now have to learn this, irrespective of whether dollar, euro 
or gold will be paid. […] The currency reflects the reduced capacity of the 
national economy. [DIAGNOSIS_Crisis_Greece_Causes]151 
As mentioned above, the speakers representing the CDU make many claims that relate to 
the two legislative acts, which the Bundestag and Bundesrat needed to pass in order to give 
the green light to Germany’s participation in the Greek aid programme and the EFSF and 
ESFM. The importance of these acts was stressed in particular by the chair of the CDU 
parliamentary group and the party spokesman on budgetary affairs. They spoke of a 
“historic moment” where “[w]e stand […] at a crossroads for the future of Europe”152, and 
if Europe’s future is at stake, so is the future of Germany. The interrelation between the fate 
of the EU and the euro area and the prospects of the German people and economy were 
underpinned with positive accounts of the European integration and single European 
currency projects, which are worth to be defended, also drawing on concepts such as 
‘common destiny’ and ‘community of values’. The probably most impassioned statement 
was delivered by the chair of the CDU group during the third debate: 
The decision that we make this week will tell a lot about the sustainability of 
this country. We know that for all of us it is not easy, and we know that we 
must explain to the citizens why we act like this. […] The stability of our 
currency, our foundation and our future as well as the survival of Europe are at 
stake. [ACTION_Germany_Euro Stabilisation Mechanism Act_Importance] 
I belong to a generation that for the first time after a horrible war and criminal 
dictatorship in Germany was able to grow up in peace. Beyond supply and 
demand, beyond cent and euro, I have every reason to be grateful to this Europe 
for becoming the largest peace-keeping mission after the Second World War. 
[CLAIM_European integration_Peace] 
                                                 
151  Hans-Peter Friedrich, CSU, 05.05.2010. 
152  Norbert Barthle, CDU, 05.05.2010. 
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Therefore, it should be in all our interest to lead this Europe into a bright future, 
despite the difficulties we must now overcome. It may sound trivial […]: every 
generation has a particular task. – We now have the task to stabilise and save 
the euro and shape the future of Europe. Everybody in this house should 
contribute to accomplishing this task. [CALL_MPs_Shaping of Europe’s future]153 
This kind of statements was part of the CDU’s efforts to seek consensus with the 
opposition, directed at the Social Democrats in particular: “If you are of the opinion that 
what is being proposed is right, then you must give your consent regardless of other 
issues.”154 It has been reasoned that cross-partisan unity, reflected in a large parliamentary 
majority, would give the Chancellor the backing needed to represent the national interests 
at the EU and international level. The CDU interpreted the opposition’s critique as 
populism: “Given the scale of the decision we have to make this week, I find it somewhat 
remarkable how the opposition, using cheap polemics, tries to make domestic political 
capital – possibly in view of regional elections.”155 
In the view of the CDU, unity at both the domestic and EU level is also crucial for 
defending the euro against the external threat of speculation, and “[t]herefore we need to 
close ranks and resolutely defend ourselves against speculators and gamblers, who bet on 
the downfall of the euro worldwide”156. In their analysis of the crisis, the CDU and CSU 
speakers concurred that the financial markets have exacerbated the crisis, meaning that 
speculation was regarded as an effect or symptom rather than a cause for the crisis. The 
CDU called for EU-level efforts to regulate the financial markets, arguing that independent 
national initiatives would be futile. Generally, it was communicated that solutions are to be 
found predominantly at the EU level. This message corresponds with ‘diagnostic’ claims 
that drew attention to mistakes from the past that have contributed to the crisis: omissions 
at the time of euro adoption, flaws in the eurozone admission procedure and shortcomings 
of the Stability and Growth Pact. Accordingly, the CDU demanded preventative measures 
generally and reforms of the Stability and Growth Pact more specifically, including the 
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implementation of an orderly insolvency procedure and the empowerment of Eurostat in 
order to prevent falsification of data. 
On the ‘politics’ dimension, we see that the CDU and CSU painted a positive picture 
of the Bundestag’s participation rights and involvement in the decisions that were taken in 
spring 2010, highlighting, for instance, the role of the Budget Committee in keeping the 
executive accountable. This has been a direct response to critical remarks by the Social 
Democrats and the Greens. Conversely, these two opposition parties were the target for 
most of their party political claims. The red–green coalition has been criticised for actions 
during their term in office between 1998 and 2005, most importantly for exceeding the 
deficit to gross domestic product ratio of 3 percent, thereby breaching one of cornerstones 
of the Stability and Growth Pact, and blocking a stricter implementation of sanctions (see 
Appendix 8 for example quotations). 
4.6 FDP 
Claims making by the FDP, also known as the Liberals, is very close the average values of 
all parliamentary actors collectively. Regarding the main claim categories, the Liberals 
made less ‘action’ claims (17.4 percent) than the other groups that belong to the coalition 
government, and the FDP speakers have the lowest share of ‘diagnostic’ claims with 9.6 
percent. The content-based classification shows that the FDP has the highest percentage of 
‘politics’ claims among the coalition parties. 
Not surprisingly, the economic order has been a frequently discussed ‘polity’ in the 
speeches of the Liberals. A good example is the party’s assurance that they would “remain 
committed to the [principles of] social market economy and competition”157. In accordance 
with the party’s pro-market outlook, the problems ‘diagnosed’ by the FDP speakers with 
regard to the financial markets were merely ‘excesses’ and ‘misuse’ (of e.g. certain forms 
of investment), which can be ‘eliminated’ by regulation. However, in comparison to the 
other parties, the Liberals kept their calls for financial regulation fairly vague. The 
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overarching aim is a new ethical framework, at the heart of which is the principle of 
liability: 
We need new ethics of responsibility in the economy and also at the financial 
markets. What is normal in many family businesses [and] medium-sized 
companies, namely that you are of course liable for decisions you take, also 
with your own property, is an ethical foundation of the social market economy. 
We want to implement and impose the validity of this principle at the financial 
markets and for limited companies. It must be arranged in such a way that 
enterprises and their managers are liable for the consequences of their 
decisions. This is the only way to ensure responsible actions. Liability and risk 
must be linked, responsibility must be strengthened. We want that the image of 
the respectable businessman becomes valid again, also in the economic sector 
and at the financial markets. [GOAL_Ethics of responsibility]158 
In the opinion of the chair of the FDP group, the federal government had already taken 
important measures towards this goal, such as the introduction of the bank levy and the 
implementation of an EU directive on remuneration policies in the financial sector. At the 
same time, she argued that these measures prove the coalition’s capacity to take resolute 
action. Demonstrations of the coalition’s unity and capacity to act are a consistent feature 
of the speeches of the Liberals. The FDP is very supportive of the Chancellor regarding her 
argumentation on conditionality (especially the ‘last resort’ condition) and the involvement 
of the IMF in the aid measures. Conditionality also entails the necessity of major efforts on 
the part of aid recipient countries: “[…] a tough recovery programme is expected from 
Greece. Greece itself carries the responsibility for regaining the trust of the markets.”159 
Along these lines, the FDP also interprets solidarity: “solidarity demands responsibility”160, 
and “[s]olidarity needs and presupposes responsibility”161. 
The notion of responsibility is central to the FDP’s claims making in many ways. On 
the ‘politics’ dimension, the message conveyed was simply that the FDP (even when the 
party was in opposition) and the coalition as an entity act responsibly, whereas the 
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opposition parties, the Social Democrats in particular, fail to demonstrate a sense of 
responsibility. The following quotation serves as a good illustration: 
The FDP and the coalition are aware of their responsibility. It is a big 
responsibility, and we act with this responsibility in mind. […] The Federal 
Government has carefully considered and acted intelligently. [CLAIM_Govern-
ment support_Responsibility] 
But what you [SPD] have done by publicly accusing the Federal Government 
again and again of acting as an accelerant is irresponsible. [CLAIM_Party 
politics_SPD] 
[…] 
By the way, we the Free Democrats have fulfiled our responsibility also during 
our time in the opposition, for example with respect to the Financial Market 
Stabilisation Law. When the stability for the citizens is at stake in Germany, the 
FDP guarantee it. Mr. Steinmeier [chair of SPD group], other groups here in the 
German Bundestag still have to provide this proof this week. [CLAIM_Party 
position_Opposition role]162 
In addition to criticising the manner in which the Social Democrats – and to a significantly 
lesser degree the Greens and the Left – operate as the parliamentary opposition, the FDP 
claimed that the performance of the SPD had been poor when they were in government 
(with the Greens between 1998 and 2005 and in a ‘grand coalition’ with the CDU and CSU 
between 2005 and 2009), singling out failure to regulate hedge funds and co-responsibility 
for Germany’s federal budget deficit. Responding to the critical voices in the opposition, 
who persistently recall the FDP’s election promises of tax cuts, the chair of the FDP group 
affirmed the party’s dedication to deficit reduction: “We have made clear that budget 
consolidation is one of the central necessities of this legislative period.”163 
In comparison to most of the other actors, the speakers of the Liberals made hardly 
any claims on European integration, but their commitment to the euro becomes apparent in 
concerns that the crisis would jeopardise “the credibility and trust in the common 
currency”164. Accordingly, the FDP presented itself as the guardian of citizens’ trust (in the 
euro and politics in general) and their interests as taxpayers, for instance, by assuring a fair 
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distribution of the costs of the crisis: “[…] we will make sure that not the small savers will 
be burdened, but those who really caused the crisis.”165 Apart from lack of confidence in 
the euro, the FDP ‘diagnosed’ Germany’s breach of the Stability and Growth Pact under the 
red–green government as a mistake from the past with adverse long-term effects (see 
Appendix 8). Thus, reforming the Pact was an important issue on the agenda of the Liberals, 
similarly to the other coalition actors, where the key objective should be to prevent 
deception. Here, enhancing the authority of Eurostat and the European Court of Auditors 
was one of the proposals: 
We want to establish an early warning system. Those who provide false 
information undermine the credibility of the entire euro area. Therefore, 
Eurostat […] and the European Court of Auditors must get more extensive 
control powers. Europe shall no longer just watch when there is manipulation 
and deception in front of our eyes. This must be stopped. 
[CALL_EU_Empowerment of Eurostat and the European Court of Auditors]166 
Despite arguing in favour of comprehensive improvements of the Stability and Growth 
Pact, the FDP took a clear position against the idea of a ‘transfer union’, which in their eyes 
could be a potential outcome of such reforms, claiming that “[a] European financial 
compensation scheme would be the completely wrong approach”167. 
4.7 SPD 
The Social Democrats have been the most active opposition party in terms of government 
critique. This is reflected in the fact that they have by far the highest share of ‘politics’ 
claims (with 54.9 percent), whereas the percentages of ‘polity’-related claims (18 percent) 
and ‘policy’-centred claims (27.1 percent) are the lowest and second lowest respectively of 
all actors. Correspondingly, the vast majority of claims making by the SPD (namely 64.7 
percent) falls in the ‘claims’ category, and 18.8 percent of claims contain a ‘call’ of some 
sort – out of 25 ‘calls’ 16 were directed at the federal government. ‘Diagnosis’ accounts for 
less than 10 percent of Social Democrats’ claims. Nonetheless, they raised some important 
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aspects about the democratic dimension of the crisis. The following statement also shows 
that political trust, here interpreted as confidence in politics, is one of their chief concerns: 
[…] At stake is the confidence of the people in the capacity of politics as such. 
It is also a question of the foundation of our democracy. […] You feel as much 
as we do that behind all the unease we encounter is a deep, serious worry […] 
that politics will never ever bring the international financial markets under 
control, that anonymous hedge funds […] can play Monopoly not only with 
banks but also with states […]. [DIAGNISIS_Crisis_Political trust…] 
Many people doubt whether […] politics can resist the power of the financial 
sector. The crux of the problem is the apparent impotence of politics vis-à-vis 
the financial markets. [DIAGNOSIS_Political impotence_Financial markets]168 
The question of political capacity has direct implications for MPs of the German 
Bundestag. Hence, the SPD calls on all MPs “to shape European policy with self-
commitment and across group and party boundaries”, because “if all that has been 
previously agreed about strengthening parliamentary rights is not being exercised”169, the 
result would a “spineless” legislative. In this context, a distinction is drawn between the 
SPD (as a responsible opposition party) and the coalition parties: 
We will play our part as opposition by conducting discussions on all important 
European questions in the European Affairs Committee, if possible in all 
committees and the plenary in order for the Europeanisation of the Bundestag 
to succeed. [CLAIM_Party position_Opposition role…] 
This requires not only conviction but also will to create [which] is lacking on 
the right side of this house. […CLAIM_Party politics_Coalition parties] 
[…] 
I call on you from the CDU/CSU and FDP to discharge our common European 
responsibility in the parliament rather than just asking what the government 
allows. [CALL_MPs_Parliamentary powers] 
[…] We will […] put our finger on the sore spot when you fail to shape 
Germany’s European policy. We need this policy. It is a good tradition. Frank-
Walter Steinmeier and the Social Democratic Bundestag group stand for this 
tradition. […CLAIM_Party position_Opposition role]170 
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Furthermore, the role of the parliament has been one of the focal points of government 
critique by the SPD. The lack of parliamentary discussion on EU matters (e.g. the Europe 
2020 strategy) has been mentioned. Regarding the aid packages, the SPD speakers 
complained about receiving only insufficient information from government actors, for 
instance, concerning the total amount of aid, accusing the executive of deliberate 
concealment to some extent. Based on the idea that the significance of the decisions should 
be reflected in the size of the majority, another point of criticism was that the Chancellor in 
particular fails to seek consensus with the opposition, because “[i]t would be good if the 
parties represented in the German Bundestag would not be light years and galaxies away 
from each other with regard to decisions with such far-reaching consequences”171. 
Moreover, common positions should be documented, and it “is not the duty of the 
opposition to collect, it is the duty of the government to deliver”172. According to the Social 
Democrats, responsible and accountable government conduct vis-à-vis all legislative actors 
ensures trust and confidence of the parliament in the executive, which is needed more than 
ever in times of crisis. The federal government has been requested to “deliver on 
commitments”, which is presented as an important attribute of an accountable government. 
Criticism of Chancellor Angela Merkel’s and her cabinet’s crisis management has 
been the most frequently expressed kind of government critique. Within this class of 
claims, we find charges of indecisiveness, populism and electioneering. The SPD argued 
that the government was “bending like a reed in the wind”173, which in some cases was 
attributed to internal dissent. The FDP has been picked out on more than one occasion, 
especially for its financial and tax policies, which the opposition was highly critical of. 
Furthermore, government actors and coalition MPs were said to provide ammunition to 
tabloids by contemplating, for instance, a Greek exit from the eurozone or the selling of 
Greek islands. In the view of the Social Democrats, these are all symptoms of a larger 
problem, namely the lack of leadership by Merkel: “In the midst of a crisis, which the 
President of the ECB recently described as the worst crisis since the Second World War, 
you [Chancellor] appear to be driven, driven by the markets, driven by Europe, driven by 
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the FDP and even driven by your own party.”174 As a consequence, responses by the 
government were often delayed, thereby contributing to the aggravation of the crisis – an 
opinion which was shared by all opposition parties. 
For the SPD, these shortcomings also have a major impact on Germany’s role in the 
EU, thus far beyond the domestic context. Here as well, lack of leadership has been 
identified as a problem: “Because of this vacillation, silence and partly lagging behind, 
there is no German leadership in Europe. There are no German ideas to promote, instead 
you are waiting, changing or chasing after positions. That is exactly what Germany as a 
responsible country in Europe must not do.”175 Furthermore, the Chancellor was criticised 
for isolating Germany in the EU community and thereby “break[ing] with the tradition of 
Germany’s European policy by all [her] predecessors”176. Given that Germany itself 
incurred new debt, in the opinion of the SPD, the German government should not pretend 
to be “the guardian of public morals regarding budget policy”177. On the whole, the SPD 
believes that Angela Merkel’s crisis management has caused a loss of Germany’s 
reputation and trust in Germany by its European partners. 
Generally, we also see that the Social Democrats demonstrated more solidarity with 
the crisis-hit countries than the parties represented in government. This is apparent in 
statements that recognise the reform efforts of Greece: 
Whereas the former Greek Prime Minister Karamanlis gambled with Goldman 
Sachs, today’s Prime Minister Papandreou proves to be a true patriot. He […] 
and the current government have broken with the previous government. The 
current government does not beg for aid. Papandreou prescribed his population 
a strict austerity and reform package, which is unparalleled. He is taking a high 
personal, economic and social risk for his country. By the way, today is Greek 
Independence Day. We wish the Greek population courage, strength and 
success for the reform efforts. [ACTION_Greece_Reforms]178 
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The support for Georgios Papandreou may also be due to the fact that his party is the Greek 
‘sister party’ of the Social Democrats. We also find expressions of solidarity in the SPD’s 
analysis of the crisis, according to which “hold[ing] the states per se responsible for the 
financial crisis and the weakening of the euro is wrong”179. Along similar lines, the Social 
Democratic speakers rejected the reasoning by the Chancellor and the coalition parties on 
‘living beyond one’s means’ as a major cause for the crisis, alleging them of cynicism and a 
lacking sense of social reality. Here, the SPD spoke on behalf of workers, its traditional 
electoral base, by shifting the argument to the domestic context: “You surely do not mean 
to say that the watchman who stands in front of Ms. Merkel’s door every morning, earning 
1,200 euro per month, has lived beyond his means. The same applies to the sales assistant 
in the bakery or butcher’s where we shop […].”180 Following this line of reasoning, the fair 
distribution of the costs of crisis management has been a central concern and demand of the 
Social Democrats; and, as already discussed, the financial transaction tax was argued to be 
the suitable policy instrument, since financial actors (speculators, banks, etc.) were 
regarded as the perpetrators and ‘ordinary’ citizens and taxpayers as the victims of the 
financial crisis. 
Turning to the ‘policy’ dimension, it becomes apparent that the SPD was very 
supportive of the EU-level aid measures and principally approved of the national acts 
required to put these measures into effect, but was strictly opposed to providing the German 
share in the form of a ‘blank cheque’. Another striking aspect of the Social Democrats’ 
‘policy’-centred claims making is that in addition to calling on the federal government to 
regulate and ban financial instruments and bodies at the national level, they addressed most 
of their demands of EU-level action to the government as well, including ‘calls’ for a 
European economic government, a European rating agency or the protection of the ECB’s 
independence. 
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4.8 THE LEFT 
As already highlighted in Section 4.1, the Left diverges from the other two opposition 
parties in many ways, and this is also reflected in the dispersion of claims. Every second 
claim by speakers from the Left fell into the ‘claim’ category, and every fourth claim was a 
‘call’ for policy action. With 15 out of 80 total claims (i.e. 18.8 percent), ‘diagnosis’ played 
a fairly important role in their claims making as well. The policy–polity–politics 
classification reveals further deviations from the other opposition groups: Claims making 
by the Left very much revolved around ‘policy’ issues (51 out of 80 claims), and ‘politics’ 
has been of a far less concern to the Left (13.8 percent) than it has for the SPD and Greens 
(54.9 and 46.2 percent respectively). On the ‘polity’ dimension (accounting for 22.5 percent 
of all claims), the economy was the most frequently debated ‘polity’ (7 of 18 claims in this 
category). 
The general ‘calls’ and those specifically addressed to the government were primarily 
concerned with regulation policies. In the opinion of the Left, naked short selling, hedge 
funds, credit default swaps and structured investment vehicles should be banned or at least 
become subject to much more stringent regulation. The “creation of a state-run European 
rating agency, which pushes aside the corruptible private ones”181 was regarded as 
important as well. Another EU-directed demand by the Left was the development towards a 
European economic government, since EU-wide “coordination with regard to taxes, wages, 
ecological and social minimum standards”182 would be beneficial to all. This also relates to 
economic imbalances across the EU, which the Left identified as one contributing factor to 
the unfolding of the crisis. In this context, one of the two party chairs discussed the 
significance of Germany’s trade surplus. Moreover, the following statement is a good 
example of how the Left links EU issues to its domestic agenda, in this case incomes 
policy: 
The question of the causes for the crisis has received far too little coverage in 
this debate. […] We as the Federal Republic of Germany are largely 
responsible for the real problems. […] [W]e sell much more than we import. 
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That means of course that the countries that buy from us will run out of money 
at some point, unless they can simultaneously sell their goods and services to 
us. […] The whole thing would have only worked if our wages had kept up 
with the economic development, and if due to this fact we had bought more, for 
example, Greek wine, Spanish olives or Portuguese sardines, that is, if we had 
actually contributed to the promotion of imports with our purchasing power. 
We were not able to do so. Your policy of wage reduction is one reason for this. 
[DIAGNOSIS_Crisis_Causes] 
[…] The German workers, seniors, students and also the unemployed have 
financed what has ended up at the exporters […]. That is, among other things, 
the cause for the imbalances in Europe. [DIAGNOSIS_EU_Economic imbal-
ances]183 
Similarly, the Left considered it necessary to explain speculation in fairly simple (some 
might say simplistic) terms to the ‘ordinary people’ (see Appendix 9). The Left concluded 
that the “real winners of the Greek crisis are again the speculators”184, since a considerable 
amount of the aid money would ‘fall in the hands’ of speculators and Greece’s largest 
creditors, namely German, Swiss and French banks. In addition to economic imbalances 
and speculation, the Left identified certain economic policies such as flexibilisation, 
deregulation, privatisation and liberalisation as leading to the financial crisis. On the basis 
of this systematic criticism of the capitalist economic order, the speakers of the Left blamed 
the government for failing to draw the appropriate conclusions and to address the real 
causes, for instance, by eliminating poverty and creating jobs. The alleged resistance of the 
government to regulation has been attributed to (neoliberal) ideology and lobby influences: 
“[…] you do not want regulation because for ideological and lobby reasons you are fighting 
against imposing a primacy of politics on the financial sector […].”185 
Growth versus austerity was a central subject of claims making by the speakers 
representing the Left, and it is another policy area where the Left transferred its national 
political agenda to EU debates. The key message was that cutback measures undermine 
domestic demand and slow down economic growth. Therefore, it was claimed to be 
“economic madness” that “[t]he same neoliberal remedy [of austerity] that is driving 
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Greece further into the crisis has now been prescribed to Spain and Portugal”186. The wider 
significance lies in the endangerment of social peace: 
The real threat is that everything Europe has achieved after the Second World 
War is to be renounced for the rescue of the euro. Those who take out the 
breath of families and seniors with draconic cost-cutting plans do not only 
jeopardise the economic recovery but also the social peace in Europe. We as a 
pro-European party say: we want a peaceful, just and social Europe. [CLAIM_ 
European integration_Peace]187 
Linking the debate to the national context, the Left claimed “that the Chancellor only 
wanted to test her neoliberal weapons in Greece in order to use them later in Germany”188. 
Like the Social Democrats, the Left questioned the coalition’s narrative of ‘living beyond 
one’s means’: “Who is living beyond their means? It is not the workers, seniors, families 
and unemployed. […] It is the speculators, the bankers and the Federal Government, those 
who take no interest in these people.”189 This is one of several instances where the Left 
portrayed itself as the genuine representative of the ‘ordinary people’. Solidarity with 
Greece and the other crisis-hit countries was framed in terms of economic interdependence 
and with reference to German citizens: “[W]e as good Europeans say: solidarity with these 
countries means also solidarity with the wage earners, seniors and unemployed in our 
Federal Republic of Germany.”190 Here, as well as in the quotation above, the party 
presented itself as pro-European. Also when recalling the party’s position at the time of the 
introduction of the euro, it was pointed out that the Left was not opposing the common 
currency as such but was critical of the way the euro was adopted, especially the lack of 
harmonisation beforehand. On this issue, as we also observed in the case of the financial 
transaction tax (see Section 4.3 above), the Left wanted to highlight its special position in 
the party system. Generally, the Left argued that all other political parties that are 
represented in the Bundestag show consensus on most policy matters most of the time: 
                                                 
186  Gesine Lötzsch, Left, 19.05.2010. 
187  Ibid. 
188  Ibid. 
189  Ibid. 
190  Ibid. 
69 
 
I note that it is being suggested that there are considerable differences between 
the CDU/CSU and FDP on the one side and the SPD and Greens on the other 
side, but actually you are about to pass a joint motion. Like in the cases of the 
war in Afghanistan, the Hartz IV reforms or the pension cuts, you fall back into 
the old consensus. […] [CLAIM_Party politics]191 
4.9 THE GREENS 
With regard to the distribution of claims by the Greens across the six main categories, we 
observe some resemblance to the SPD. The share of ‘calls’ for action is the lowest of all 
actors (yet still around 15 percent), and the frequency of ‘diagnostic’ claims (14.1 percent) 
is close to the average. The percentage of ‘claims’ is rather high for the Greens (with 57.7 
percent); and as government critique is predominant in this category, the ‘politics’ 
dimension is the most prominent (with 46.2 percent) accordingly. For the Greens, contrary 
to the Social Democrats, the ‘polity’ dimension (30.8 percent) is more salient than the 
‘policy’ dimension (23.1 percent). Interestingly, they have made claims on all ‘polities’, 
which I have identified above: ‘EU and euro’ (6 claims), ‘crisis’ (4 claims), ‘Germany in 
the EU’ (4 claims), ‘European integration’ (4 claims), ‘economy’ (3 claims), ‘international 
order’ (2 claims) and ‘Germany’ (1 claim). 
The EU polity has been critically examined by the Greens regarding economic 
asymmetries between the member states due to divergence in national economic policies. 
The Greens draw attention to one imbalance in particular, namely domestic demand, 
thereby making a link to discussions about the role of Germany in the EU, arguing that 
Germany has capitalised on credit-financed demand in other member states: “If you sell 
350 Leopard tanks to Greece, it is unfair to get worked up about the Greeks getting into 
debt for this business.”192 Following up on this point, the chair of the Green group pledged 
for solidarity in the national (economic) interest: 
We have for a long time profited from the excessive developments of the 
domestic markets in Spain, Portugal and Greece. This is part of the truth as 
well. If we want to continue exporting to this extent, the national economy of 
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the Federal Republic of Germany has an enormous interest in ensuring that 
domestic demand in the South of the EU will not collapse completely. [CLAIM_ 
National interest_Export to EU countries…] 
It may be wrong to reproach us for our export strength; I agree with the 
Chancellor on this. [CLAIM_Germany’s role_Scapegoat] 
But it is equally wrong to contribute, with this form of lack of solidarity, to the 
destruction of the markets to which we can export. It is economically short-
sighted as well. […CLAIM_National interest_Export to EU countries]193 
The ‘goal’ should be to reduce economic imbalances within the EU and EMU. According 
to the Greens, the best way of achieving this is to enhance EU-level coordination of 
economic policies, and Germany would benefit from this as well: “[C]oordination of 
economic policy within the European Union will not damage Germany’s prosperity but 
increase it, because in the long term it will lead to more stability and domestic demand of 
people [in Germany].”194 It has been suggested by the Greens that in order for the reduction 
of economic disparities to be successful, Germany has to do its part as well: 
It will not succeed merely by saving – which is necessary also – but only if, for 
example, domestic demand in Germany, which is far too low, will finally be 
remedied by giving low earners a statutory minimum wage as in the rest of 
Europe and by ensuring that the purchasing power will be increased. That is the 
best consolidation programme I could imagine. Because it saves taxes. [CALL_ 
General_Increasing purchasing power in Germany]195 
Criticism of the government has been another key element of the Greens’ claims making, 
and it has taken various forms. They, for instance, concurred with the Social Democrats 
that populism and tactical manoeuvring displayed by the executive leadership (due to 
regional elections) have aggravated the crisis. Furthermore, the Greens made the 
government responsible for hostility towards Greece they perceived in Germany: “The 
political climate in this country can be seen in the Bild [largest German tabloid] each 
morning. The consequences: The Greek Embassy is being flooded with hate mails. The 
[National Democratic Party] demonstrates in front of the Consulate of Greece in 
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Düsseldorf.”196 The Greens reasoned that this had to do with the government’s failure to 
explain to the German public why providing aid to Greece is the best alternative: 
I think the people in this country deserve to be told why we help Greece in this 
way. It is not the case that there are no alternatives to the aid for Greece. Of 
course, as in real life, there are alternatives that could be decided upon. What 
about the proposals that came from [the coalition’s] own ranks? What would it 
mean if Greece was excluded from the currency union […]? The result would 
be a gigantic flight of capital from Greece and the collapse of the Greek 
banking sector – with all the consequences for the European banking system. 
[…] What about the alternative – which has been demanded also – to let Greece 
declare state bankruptcy? The consequence would be the same as for the 
previous suggestion, namely a massive endangerment and destruction of the 
banking system. [CLAIM_Aid_Greece_Inferior alternatives]197 
Another point of government critique was nation-state centrism, which in the opinion of the 
Greens, entailed that Angela Merkel as the government leader and chairwoman of the CDU 
was breaking not only with the tradition of her party by “trampl[ing] on the legacy of 
Helmut Kohl”198 but also with the German tradition of being a driving force of European 
integration. In fact, the Greens accused Merkel and her government of isolating Germany: 
[…] With this attitude you have put yourself in the position of a child that 
stubbornly sits in the corner and regularly has to be convinced to play. I think 
this is inadequate for the largest nation, the largest member state within the 
European Union. We must finally shape Europe together with the other member 
states once again and get out of the corner of petulance. [CLAIM_Government 
critique_Germany’s role_Isolation]199 
The Greens expressed severe concerns about the lack of inclusion of the Bundestag in the 
decision-making processes leading to the adoption of the financial assistance to Greece, the 
EFSF and the EFSM. In fact, they charged the government with violating Article 23 of the 
German Basic Law (see Appendix 2) by failing to inform the legislature “comprehensively 
and at the earliest possible time”, as required under paragraph (2) of Article 23, and 
consulting the parliament before claiming to act with the Bundestag’s authority. Hence, the 
                                                 
196  Jürgen Trittin, Greens, 05.05.2010. 
197  Ibid. 
198  Jürgen Trittin, Greens, 25.03.2010. 
199  Jürgen Trittin, Greens, 19.05.2010. 
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Greens made clear that “[t]he ex post dissemination of information to the parliamentary 
group chairs is not a consultation of the German Bundestag”200. The chair of the group 
highlighted the dimensions of these particular decisions in order to underline the 
importance of having sufficient information as a basis for decision making: 
[…] You [government] expect from us that we grant a credit authorisation 
worth more than 148 million euro. That corresponds to the volume of almost 
half of the federal budget. After asking how this money will be spent, we 
yesterday received a term sheet from the Federal Finance Minister in response, 
a one-page document stating the planned conditions. It is nothing more than a 
non-binding declaration of intent […]. Could you seriously imagine handing 
out 148 million euro not knowing or having examined the contractual 
framework? As a parliamentarian I cannot imagine this. I hope that there are 
also parliamentarians on the government side who cannot imagine this. 
[CLAIM_Government critique_Crisis management_Informing the parliament]201 
Recognising the necessity of fast-track procedures in crisis situations, the Greens suggested 
that the best way of acting swiftly while simultaneously safeguarding the parliament’s 
sovereignty in budget matters is to place a limit on credit authorisations and give the 
Bundestag the option of making a reservation if this limit is to be exceeded, which in 
practice means that the federal government cannot agree to increase its financial 
contribution without parliamentary approval.  
                                                 
200  Ibid. 
201  Ibid. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS 
Following the conceptualisation by Pieter de Wilde, we have established three indicators of 
politicisation: increasing awareness of, mobilisation around and polarisation of EU affairs. 
Growing awareness has been accounted for by discussing strategic Europeanisation, which 
refers to changes in the role perceptions and behaviour of MPs. Parliamentary mobilisation 
is reflected in the considerable amount of plenary debates and government policy statement 
on EU- and crisis-related matters in the 17th legislative period. The number of written 
statements by MPs, the purpose of which is to explain one’s vote, was unusually high for 
the votes on the ‘Currency Union Financial Stability Act’ and ‘Euro Stabilisation 
Mechanism Act’. Furthermore, the speaker profiles, which reveal that both policy experts 
and senior members of each parliamentary group got involved, demonstrate the significance 
that has been attached to the plenary debates that have been analysed. Thus, the focus of the 
analysis was placed on polarisation along three dimensions: ‘policy’, ‘polity’ and ‘politics’. 
The coding frame was gradually built through detailed categorisation of claims, enabling 
me to assess the nature and extent of polarisation, understood as the rise of divergent views 
and conflicting demands. The literature suggests that, especially during times of crisis, 
executive actors tend to employ depoliticising tactics. Indeed, we saw that the Chancellor 
and the coalition parties have highlighted the urgency of decisions and the lack of 
alternatives to the Greece aid package and budget consolidation through strict austerity 
programmes. The opposition challenged some of these claims. For example, the Greens 
considered it necessary to explain to the German public why providing aid is the best 
option among other alternatives, which in their opinion the government should have done. 
Moreover, the opposition speakers generally placed a strong emphasis on political capacity, 
that is, the capability to shape EU policies and re-establish the primacy of politics in 
response to the dominance of the financial markets, since for them the euro crisis is also a 
crisis of political trust. 
In addition to the policy–polity–politics dimension, I paid attention to lines of conflict 
put forward by conflict framing studies. Firstly, the omnipresent left/right dimension is 
apparent in EU debates as well, and two examples are worth mentioning: there has been a 
lot of discussion about regulation policies (e.g. the financial transaction tax), while the FDP 
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maintained its pro-market profile; and the Left Party questioned the Chancellor’s austerity 
approach, demanding growth policies instead. Secondly, there is obviously the pro-/anti-EU 
dimension. The analysis confirmed that the German Bundestag is characterised by a cross-
party pro-European consensus. All parliamentary actors stated their support for the EU and 
the common currency, albeit some more strongly than others. In sum, these statements 
testify to a national narrative of European integration, in which the integration process is 
very closely entwined with the history of Germany, with the post-Second World War 
rehabilitation and reunification in particular, as demonstrated by references to the ‘legacies’ 
of Konrad Adenauer and Helmut Kohl. In addition, the euro is presented as a success story 
to which Germany has contributed by playing a key role in the establishment of the EMU. 
More generally, Germany is portrayed as a driving force of integration. Germany’s role in 
managing the euro crisis and in the EU today has, therefore, been an important subject of 
debate. Thirdly, the Bundestag debates featured some international conflict framing, that is, 
pitting EU member states against each other. Here, the most visible line of polarisation is 
between the coalition government’s firm stance on the conditionality of aids, on the one 
hand, and the opposition parties’ solidarity with crisis-hit countries, on the other hand. It 
should also be noted that the Greens expressed concerns about increasing hostility towards 
Greece in Germany. Fourthly, polarisation has occurred in terms of transnational conflict 
framing on the basis of party political cleavages, majority–opposition dynamics and 
executive–legislative relations. 
Before summarising the findings for political contestation on the policy–polity–
politics dimension, I want to highlight some general observations regarding the distribution 
of claims, the major differences between party groups and the three plenary debates. The 
overall frequency distribution of claims by main categories reveals some interesting 
differences between actors, which cannot be reduced to parliamentary roles only. While it 
shows similarities between the government and the CDU as well as between the SPD and 
the Greens, which the content analysis confirmed, the Left differs from the other opposition 
groups on many accounts. Most notably, claims making by the Left was highly ‘policy’-
centred, and the party transferred its domestic agenda to EU issues (as seen e.g. with its 
leftist pro-growth and pro-regulation policies). In contrast, the Social Democrats and the 
Greens were very focused on ‘politics’ and the government in their claims making, heavily 
75 
 
criticising the government and Chancellor Angela Merkel personally for poor crisis 
management and disregard for the parliament. Their calls for policy action (including EU-
level measures) were predominantly directed at the federal government as well. In fact, we 
found only few substantial divergences on policy issues between the SPD, the Chancellor 
and the CDU – initially, the financial transaction tax was one of them. This may explain 
why the SPD as the largest opposition group concentrates on ‘politics’. The example of the 
CSU, however, shows the limitations of quantitative representations of claims making. The 
CSU corresponded with its sister party, thus also with the Chancellor, in terms of ideas and 
concerns, but when examining the claims more closely, we discover clear differences in 
rhetoric, meaning that the CSU tended to phrase the same ideas (e.g. conditionality) in 
more populist terms. Looking at the three plenary debates in more detail, the fluctuation in 
claims making seems to reflect the topicality of the debates, and yet there is one 
development that caught my attention: the third debate on 19 May 2010 took on a more 
retrospective and fundamental character compared to the previous debates, and this is 
visible at various levels. The coalition government reflected on measures already adopted 
and called for further EU-level measures to prevent similar crises in future. Moreover, the 
crisis has become an increasingly salient subject of discussion with regard to its causes, 
implications, dimensions and the question of responsibility. We also observe that the third 
debate featured a significant number of claims that addressed the role of the Bundestag in 
EU decision making, which has been a central concern of the Greens and the SPD. 
I have given special attention to the financial transaction tax, because it was one of 
the most widely discussed ‘policy’ issues but also illustrates polarisation on the other two 
dimensions. The coding frequencies show that the visibility of this issue has increased 
within the time frame of observation, but inquiry into the claims reveals that the divergence 
of views has in fact decreased, since the official position by the government turned in 
favour of the tax. Thus, issue salience is not necessarily correlated with polarisation. For 
the opposition parties, introducing a financial transaction tax is an important step towards 
restoring the ‘primacy of politics’. With regard to party politics, discussions about the tax 
highlighted cleavages between the Liberals and the Social Democrats and provided a good 
illustration of the Left’s intention to differentiate itself from the other parties, especially the 
other opposition parties, in this case by trying to take ownership of the policy issue. 
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On the ‘policy’ dimension, we find that the coalition actors mainly reported on action 
taken by the government at the national level and taken at the EU level with the backing of 
the German executive. The CDU, whose party chair is Angela Merkel, stressed the 
importance of ‘Currency Union Financial Stability Act’ and ‘Euro Stabilisation Mechanism 
Act’ by drawing on positive accounts of European integration and the euro success story, 
claiming that the fate of Germany is dependent on the future of the EU, since Europeans 
share a ‘common destiny’. As mentioned above, the Left was the most active on the 
‘policy’ dimension. On the basis of their fundamental critique of the neoliberal economic 
order, the Left speakers called for far-reaching regulation policies and criticised Chancellor 
Merkel for imposing her ‘neoliberal remedy’ of austerity on Greece, Spain and Portugal. 
The economic order has not only been the most salient ‘polity’ in claims making by 
the Left but also by the Liberals, who represent the other end of the ideological spectrum, 
as visible in their affirmation of the party’s commitment to the social market economy and 
competition. According to the Liberals, the overarching goal should be to diffuse the ‘ethics 
of responsibility’ (centred on the principle of liability) to the entire economic and financial 
sphere. With regard to the institutional framework of the EU and the EMU, polarisation 
became apparent in form of a clear divide between the government’s conditionality and the 
opposition’s solidarity. The Chancellor received substantial support by the coalition parties 
for her insistence that communal aid must be subject to conditions: aid shall be provided 
only as a last resort and not unless the recipient country commits itself to maximum self-
effort. According to Merkel, “[a] good European is not necessarily the one who provides 
rapid assistance”, a sentence she repeated several times. On the side of the opposition 
groups, solidarity with the crisis-afflicted countries was evident in acknowledgments of 
Greece’s reform efforts and challenges to the government’s account of the crisis being 
caused by eurozone members who lived beyond their means. The SPD and the Greens 
argued that the Chancellor’s lack of solidarity has contributed to the isolation of Germany 
within the EU. We observe divergent views on the causes for the crisis: In addition to 
‘living beyond one’s means’, Merkel and the CDU/CSU identified EU-level mistakes from 
the past. The Left and the Greens discussed economic imbalances within the EMU, drawing 
attention to the German trade surplus, which has led to national debts in other EU countries. 
In order to reduce economic imbalances, a European economic government is considered 
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necessary, but Germany has to do its part as well by enhancing domestic demand, that is, 
by increasing purchasing power. For Merkel and her government, the key solution to many 
problems lies in compliance with laws, and therefore mutual monitoring has to be 
improved, for instance, through stricter sanctions mechanisms within the Stability and 
Growth Pact and empowerment of Eurostat. The long-term objective should be to establish 
a new ‘culture of stability’, for which Germany (with its constitutionally enshrined ‘debt 
brake’) sets a good example. 
On the ‘politics’ dimension, the Chancellor shows the least interest in party politics 
and decision-making processes. The speakers representing the CDU and CSU expressed 
strong support for the Chancellor and her cabinet, especially with regard to the ideas of 
conditionality and legal compliance. Similarly, the Liberals as the junior partner in the 
governing coalition actively demonstrated unity in action – with the exception of keeping 
up their opposition to the financial transaction tax – and emphasised how responsibly the 
coalition government was acting. CDU, CSU and FDP were also united in their criticism of 
the red–green government (in power between 1998 and 2005) for breaching the Stability 
and Growth Pact. It was fairly obvious that the Liberals focused their party political attacks 
on the SPD, which may be explained by the fact that the Social Democrats are their 
strongest competitor as a coalition partner for the CDU/CSU202. The question of 
parliamentary participation in EU decision making has given rise to contrasting views as 
well. While the CDU and CSU presented a predominantly positive account, the SPD and 
the Greens accused the government of failing to provide sufficient information, which they 
considered crucially important given the significance of the decisions. On the whole, the 
trust and confidence of the legislature in the executive was argued to be endangered, unless 
the federal government would remain accountable to the Bundestag, understood by the SPD 
and Greens as ‘delivering on commitments’, and respect the parliament’s budget 
sovereignty by consulting the Bundestag on all relevant questions before entering 
commitments at EU-level negotiations. 
                                                 
202  In fact, the CDU/CSU ruled with the SPD in a so-called ‘grand coalition’ between 2005 and 2009 and is 
doing now again since the last federal elections in September 2013. 
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In conclusion, this thesis finds supporting evidence for all three indicators of 
politicisation and provides interesting empirical insights into the politicisation of EU affairs 
in the German parliament in spring 2010. On the basis of this study, future research could 
address the question to what extent this politicisation is not merely an intermediate state but 
carries longer-term implications (i.e. beyond the crisis) for German parliamentarism. There 
have indeed been some signs of change in Germany’s party system. The most striking is the 
sudden rise of the ‘Alternative for Germany’, a political party which was founded in 
February 2013, defines itself as anti-euro (but not necessarily as anti-EU) and managed to 
achieve 4.7 percent of the vote at the federal elections in September 2013, coming short of 
securing seats in the Bundestag by only 0.3 percent203. 
On a more general note, the politicisation of EU affairs at the member state level 
raises pressing questions about the future of the EU multi-level polity and its democratic 
legitimation, which I could not have put better than Paul Statham and Hans-Jörg Trenz: 
The important question for the future of European integration is: what kind of 
Europe will this politicization lead to? Does the European Union risk being torn 
apart by new identity conflicts, along national lines, or will it finally enter the 
world of contentious democratic politics, party competition and elections? Will 
dissensus become so strong that it breaks apart the elite’s agenda, replacing it 
with Eurosceptic re-nationalized agendas? Or will dissensus remain constrained 
within a set of norms that on balance remain constructively critical of the EU, 
so that politics expands beyond elites and starts to include inputs from other 
public actors, thereby enhancing the democratic legitimacy of the project? 
Alternatively, will the EU remain permanently incomplete as a multi-level 
polity, wedged somewhere in between these scenarios?204 
Finding adequate answers to these questions is one of the key challenges currently faced by 
the academic community of EU studies. The contribution of this thesis lies in by providing 
some empirical insights into the largest EU member state.  
                                                 
203  In the German electoral system, there is a five-percent threshold for Bundestag elections, which has 
received considerable criticism in the aftermath of the 2013 elections, since close to seven million votes 
(i.e. more than 15 percent of votes) were not represented in the parliament. 
204  Statham & Trenz 2013, p. 2. 
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6 APPENDICES 
APPENDIX 1 
Article 12 of the Treaty of Lisbon205 
National Parliaments contribute actively to the good functioning of the Union: 
(a) through being informed by the institutions of the Union and having draft 
legislative acts of the Union forwarded to them in accordance with the Protocol 
on the role of national Parliaments in the European Union; 
(b) by seeing to it that the principle of subsidiarity is respected in accordance with 
the procedures provided for in the Protocol on the application of the principles of 
subsidiarity and proportionality; 
(c) by taking part, within the framework of the area of freedom, security and justice, 
in the evaluation mechanisms for the implementation of the Union policies in 
that area, in accordance with Article 70 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union, and through being involved in the political monitoring of 
Europol and the evaluation of Eurojust’s activities in accordance with Articles 88 
and 85 of that Treaty; 
(d) by taking part in the revision procedures of the Treaties, in accordance with 
Article 48 of this Treaty; 
(e) by being notified of applications for accession to the Union, in accordance with 
Article 49 of this Treaty; 
(f) by taking part in the inter-parliamentary cooperation between national 
Parliaments and with the European Parliament, in accordance with the Protocol 
on the role of national Parliaments in the European Union. 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
205  Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union, as of: 30 March 2010. 
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APPENDIX 2 
Article 23 of the Basic Law206 
(1) With a view to establishing a united Europe, the Federal Republic of Germany shall 
participate in the development of the European Union that is committed to democratic, 
social and federal principles, to the rule of law, and to the principle of subsidiarity, and 
that guarantees a level of protection of basic rights essentially comparable to that 
afforded by this Basic Law. To this end the Federation may transfer sovereign powers 
by a law with the consent of the Bundesrat. The establishment of the European Union, 
as well as changes in its treaty foundations and comparable regulations that amend or 
supplement this Basic Law, or make such amendments or supplements possible, shall 
be subject to paragraphs (2) and (3) of Article 79207. 
[…] 
(2) The Bundestag and, through the Bundesrat, the Länder shall participate in matters 
concerning the European Union. The Federal Government shall keep the Bundestag 
and the Bundesrat informed, comprehensively and at the earliest possible time. 
(3) Before participating in legislative acts of the European Union, the Federal Government 
shall provide the Bundestag with an opportunity to state its position. The Federal 
Government shall take the position of the Bundestag into account during the 
negotiations. Details shall be regulated by a law. 
[…] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
206  Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany, as of: October 2010. 
207  Article 79 lays down the conditions for amendments of the Basic Law. 
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Figure 6.1: Distribution of seats in the Bundestag as of October 2009208 
                                                 
208  Source: http://www.bundestag.de/htdocs_e/bundestag/elections/results/index.html (date accessed: 23 
September 2013). 
  
APPENDIX 4 
Table 6.1: Speaker profiles 
Government/ 
Parliamentary 
group 
Speaker Role (in spring 2010) MP since Speeches Interventions/ Questions 
Government Merkel, Angela (CDU) Chancellor 
Party chair 
1990 3 – 
CDU Kauder, Volker Chair of parliamentary group 1990 3 – 
Barthle, Norbert Member of Budget Committee 
Party spokesperson on budgetary affairs 
1998 2 1 
Dautzenberg, Leo Member of Finance Committee (Party group head) 1998 1 – 
Stübgen, Michael Member of European Affairs Committee (Party group head) 
Chair of party work group on EU affairs 
Member of EFSF special committee 
1990 1 – 
CSU Friedrich, Hans-Peter Chair of state group 1998 3 – 
SPD Steinmeier, Frank-Walter209 Chair of parliamentary group 2009 2 – 
Högl, Eva Member of European Affairs Committee 
Member of Legal Affairs Committee 
Member of (Sub-)Committee on European Law 
Vice president of Europa-Union 
Deputy chair of Europa-Union Parliamentary Group 
2009 1 – 
                                                 
209  Foreign minister between 2005 and 2009; Head of Chancellery between 1999 and 2005. 
  
Schäfer, Axel210 Member of European Affairs Committee (Party group head) 
Party spokesperson on EU affairs 
Vice president of European Movement Germany 
2002 1 – 
Schneider, Carsten Member of Budget Committee 
Party spokesperson on budgetary affairs 
1998 1 – 
Schwall-Düren, Angelica Deputy chair of parliamentary group on EU affairs 1994 1 – 
Hendricks, Barbara211 Member of Committee on Economic Cooperation and 
Development 
1994 – 1 
FDP Homburger, Birgit Chair of parliamentary group 1990 3 – 
Link, Michael Deputy chair of European Affairs Committee 
Party spokesperson on EU affairs 
Deputy chair of Europa-Union Parliamentary Group 
2005 1 – 
Fricke, Otto212 Member of Budget Committee 
Member of Council of Elders 
Party spokesperson on budgetary affairs 
Parliamentary business manager 
2002 – 1 
Wissing, Volker Chair of Finance Committee 
Party spokesperson on financial policy 
2004 – 1 
Left Gysi, Gregor Chair of parliamentary group     1990213 2 – 
                                                 
210  MEP between 1994 and 1999. 
211  Parliamentary state secretary in Finance Ministry between 1998 and 2007. 
212  Chair of Budget Committee between 2005 and 2009. 
213  No membership between 2002 and 2005. 
  
Ernst, Klaus Deputy chair of parliamentary group 
Party chair214 
2005 1 – 
Lötzsch, Gesine Member of Budget Committee 
Member of Audit (Sub-)Committee 
Party spokesperson on budgetary affairs 
Deputy chair of parliamentary group 
Party chair 
2002 1 – 
Greens Trittin, Jürgen Chair of parliamentary group 1998 3 – 
von Cramon-Taubadel,  
Viola 
Member of European Affairs Committee 
Party spokesperson on EU external relations 
2009 – 1 
  
                                                 
214  Since 15 May 2010. 
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APPENDIX 5 
Table 6.2: Claims making on the Europe 2020 strategy 
Over the last few days, we had a key discussion on the Stability 
and Growth Pact, which has rightly been addressed in the policy 
statement of the Federal Chancellor as well. It was argued that the 
Stability and Growth Pact should be merged with the Europe 
2020 strategy. We are pleased that this was prevented. The 
Stability and Growth Pact must not be watered down. When the 
euro was adopted, we fought for this Stability and Growth Pact, 
and we will do our utmost to defend it. (Birgit Homburger, FDP, 
25 March 2010) 
CLAIM_SGP_Relaxation 
You [Chancellor] have explicitly stated here: the Federal 
Republic of Germany is against the idea of integrating the goal of 
poverty alleviation into a common European strategy. 
I am telling you, this is exactly why at present Europe is facing an 
existential crisis, a crisis which goes far beyond what we 
experienced with the controversy surrounding the Constitutional 
Treaty. (Jürgen Trittin, Greens, 25 March 2010) 
CLAIM_Government critique_ 
Poverty reduction in Europe 
 
DIAGNOSIS_Crisis_Causes 
I am deeply grateful to the Federal Chancellor and the Federal 
Government for making it very clear that, with regard to the 
Europe 2020 strategy, we will not allow the stability criteria to be 
tied to political, dubious criteria. In a letter to Mr. Van Rompuy, 
Ms. Merkel made clear that a softening of the stability criteria is 
out of question also in the interest of the new Europe 2020 
strategy. I am glad that this idea has meanwhile vanished from the 
proposals made by the European Commission. (Hans-Peter 
Friedrich, CSU, 25 March 2010) 
CLAIM_SGP_Relaxation 
[…] We had a first debate on the topic of Europe 2020 – and this 
is about nothing less than the future of the European Union – on 4 
March at 9:30 pm for 30 minutes. The parliament has not been 
involved in any other way. Today, for the first time, it has the 
opportunity to comment on the position the Chancellor will take 
at this important European Council. I think that this shows a 
serious disregard for the German Bundestag. This is 
disappointing. I would have liked to see more in the run-up to this 
European Council. It would have been important particularly in 
the light of the fact that the Lisbon Treaty strengthened the 
parliaments. One could have sent a clear message here. But the 
Chancellor has not once mentioned either the German Bundestag 
or the European Parliament. (Eva Högl, SPD, 25 March 2010) 
CLAIM_Government critique_ 
Lack of parliamentary discus-
sion 
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APPENDIX 6 
Table 6.3: Government critique concerning the financial transaction tax 
[…] In January 2010 you [Chancellor] pronounced: “We support 
an international financial transaction tax. Such a globally 
introduced tax can restrain excessive speculation and make a 
contribution to a fair distribution of the financial burden of crisis 
management.” You were right back then, Ms. Merkel! But stick 
to this decision also here in the German Bundestag! As 
Chancellor you should not do the opposite of what you demand as 
party chair! 
We have gained some experience from the talks. I know that there 
are differences of opinion in the coalition groups. Some covertly 
say: we would actually also be in favour of the transaction tax, 
but the FDP does not go along. – I am telling you, Ms. Merkel: 
these are matters that require leadership. I call out to you: do not 
give in to lobby interests, neither those of the FDP! 
Do not believe those who already speak of or rather bluster about 
a threat to the financial markets! There is no threat with a charge 
of 0.005 percent per transaction. We are the ones who will be 
threatened if we do not act. […] (Frank-Walter Steinmeier, SPD, 
5 May 2010) 
CLAIM_Government critique_ 
Unclear position 
 
 
 
 
CLAIM_Government critique_ 
Dissent 
 
 
 
 
CLAIM_Financial transaction 
tax 
This has led to an outrageous zigzag course. In a roll-call vote on 
9 May you [Chancellor] personally rejected all motions by the 
Greens, the SPD and the Left for the introduction of a financial 
transaction tax. Two days later in Brussels you agreed to a 
Council Decision that states that the possibilities of a global 
transaction tax shall be considered. Today the coalition presents 
us with a bill that says: we do not really know whether we want to 
introduce a new sales tax or income tax […]. – That is the 
opposite of leadership and action. (Jürgen Trittin, Greens, 19 May 
2010) 
CLAIM_Government critique_ 
Crisis management_Indecisiv-
eness 
We cannot have trust in a government that is always chopping 
and changing. At the federal congress of the DGB [Confederation 
of German Trade Unions] on Sunday you [Chancellor] said: if the 
DBG pushes through the financial transaction tax, then I will not 
go against it. – Two days later you said: I will of course fight for 
it. – This cannot be taken seriously. (Carsten Schneider, SPD, 19 
May 2010) 
CLAIM_Government critique_ 
Unclear position 
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APPENDIX 7 
Table 6.4: Pro-financial transaction tax claims making by the CDU/CSU 
We as well want, of course, that the citizens of our country 
know that the state and the taxpayers do not exclusively act as 
guarantors for stability, but that the costs are also shared by 
those who as speculators contributed to making the situation so 
difficult. 
Therefore […] we ask the Federal Government to introduce a 
European, or even better a global financial market tax. We say: 
either the transaction tax or the financial activity tax, one of 
them has to be adopted alongside the bank levy that has already 
been passed. (Volker Kauder, CDU, 19 May 2010) 
ACTION_Germany_Distribution 
of costs 
 
 
CALL_Government_Financial 
transaction tax 
It is important that we think about how we can curb the 
speculators’ appetite for risk at the international level. 
What is happening? There are derivates worth several hundred 
million euros, which are transferred from one continent to 
another at relatively low rates of returns: from the USA to Asia, 
from Asia to Africa, from Africa to South America and back to  
Wall Street. 
If we levy only a minimal transaction tax […], the appetite for 
risk will be inhibited, because already a minimal tax rate would 
be sufficient to make all these transactions unprofitable. 
But please stop to lead the people in our country to believe that 
with this tax we could fill the German public purse. The 
transactions from Wall Street to Tokio, South America and 
elsewhere do not take place in Germany. […] We must try to 
contain the finance sharks and speculators and must not tell the 
people that we have found the egg-laying wool-milk-sow that 
could be tapped so that all problems would be solved. (Hans-
Peter Friedrich, CSU, 19 May 2010) 
CALL_International level_Fi-
nancial transaction tax… 
DIAGNOSIS_Derivate markets 
 
 
 
 
…CALL_International level_Fi-
nancial transaction tax 
 
CLAIM_Financial transaction 
tax_German share 
I want to emphasise once more […]: the Federal Government 
has agreed to support the financial market tax. 
The financial actors who have made profits from speculations 
are also asked to pay. They make a contribution to the costs of 
the rescue package. That is a strong message, which has a 
significant impact. (Norbert Barthle, CDU, 19 May 2010) 
CLAIM_Government position_ 
Financial transaction tax 
CALL_General_Distribution of 
costs 
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APPENDIX 8 
Table 6.5: Critique of the former red–green coalition government 
[…] It was not all right – and may have encouraged some in the 
European Union to do things they should not have done – that in 
2004 the instability of the German federal budget did not lead to 
a reprimand by Europe solely because of a political decision by 
the red–green government. With this political decision you 
stated: we do not allow Europe to dictate us anything about 
stability. – This shall not happen again. […] (Volker Kauder, 
CDU, 25 March 2010) 
DIAGNOSIS_SGP_Germany’s 
breach 
Angela Merkel’s clear stance […] corrected what has been 
jettisoned too easily and carelessly in 2005 during the time of 
the red–green government, Mr. Steinmeier [chair of the SPD 
group and former Foreign Minister]. At that time, a wrong 
signal was sent to Europe, namely that the stability criteria, 
which Theo Waigel implemented during his time, are up for 
discussion. […] The stability criteria are in force, must be 
complied with and will be complied with. Angela Merkel has 
made this very clear. (Hans-Peter Friedrich, CSU, 25 March 
2010) 
DIAGNOSIS_SGP_Germany’s 
breach 
The present situation is due to the relaxation of the stability 
criteria under the red–green government in 2005 because you 
decided not to look closely anymore and because you delayed 
sanctions. 
This has fatal consequences, and therefore we must learn from 
these mistakes. We need clear criteria, and at the European level 
there shall not be any distinction between good and bad debt. 
It also means that we must incorporate automatic sanction 
mechanisms. There can be no political discounts for sanctions. 
(Birgit Homburger, FDP, 5 May 2010) 
DIAGNOSIS_SGP_Germany’s 
breach 
 
 
…CALL_EU_Reform of the 
SGP… 
 
CALL_EU_Reform of the SGP_ 
Sanctions 
Mr. Trittin, you shoot your mouth off given that you were a 
federal minister when Greece entered the currency union in 
2002, […] when the fraud of the Greeks has been exposed in 
2004 and the Greens […] governed in a softly-softly manner 
[…] and that you […] only watched when your former Finance 
Minister Hans Eichel watered down the Euro Stability Pact. 
(Hans-Peter Friedrich, CSU, 5 May 2010) 
CLAIM_Party politics_Greens 
 
 
 
 
89 
 
APPENDIX 9 
Table 6.6: Explanations of speculation to ‘ordinary citizens’ by the Left 
I would like to explain – this must be explained to people – 
what credit default swaps are all about. There are people who 
grant a loan and then take out insurance against default […]. 
That I can still comprehend. But then there is a second group – 
that must be explained as well – which […] does not give 
credit but make a bet with the insurance company saying: I 
believe the loan will not be repaid. – If their betting offer 
proves right, they will get money. That is the most absurd 
speculation you can imagine: no economic output, no 
substance. […] It is like an arsonist making a bet with an 
insurance company saying: The house will burn in the near 
future. Then he himself sets it on fire and gets 1 million as a 
result. […] Short selling is nothing more than betting. […] 
(Gregor Gysi, Left, 25 March 2010) 
DIAGNOSIS_Speculation_Short 
selling and CDSs 
[…] What does the Deutsche Bank do, what are all the other 
German banks doing? They go to the European Central Bank. 
There they receive loans, for which they have to pay one 
single percent interest. Then they buy Greek government 
bonds. They get 9 percent interest for those, a huge profit 
without any performance. Then they take out a credit default 
swap for the case that Greece does not pay on time […]. Then 
many […] make bets. They say: we believe that Greece will 
not repay on time. They can deposit 1 million euro, and if they 
are right, they will be paid 2 million euro. […] Those are the 
speculative bubbles that will blow up in our face later!  
(Gregor Gysi, Left, 5 May 2010) 
DIAGNOSIS_Speculation_Greece 
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